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Abstract
Sophia Mitra
AN ACTION RESEARCH STUDY ON LMS ASSESSMENT TOOLS AND FACULTY
PRACTICE IN ENGLISH COMPOSITION COURSES OF A COMMUNITY
COLLEGE
2021-2022
Monica Reid Kerrigan, Ed.D.
Doctor of Education

This mixed methods action research study aimed to understand the use of LMS
assessment tools by faculty teaching English Composition (Eng 101) at a New Jersey
Community College in order to increase that use for assessment of outcomes. In spite of
administrative push for faculty to use the LMS for data based decision-making, there is
still limited use of LMS tools. In writing-intensive fields like Eng 101 grading and
feedback could be accelerated along with monitoring student performance on outcomes
using LMS assessment tools. Forming a virtual faculty learning committee that
collaborated in the study’s data collection and analysis, volunteers studied faculty
experience with their college LMS platform, Canvas, and its assessment tools. The
purpose was to increase use of these tools through faculty-led professional development
that could benefit faculty in assessment of outcomes and lead to student success. The
results of the study based on models of blended learning and 21st century learning skills
could prove useful to the college administration and educational leaders in determining
policy surrounding assessment culture and technology use that impacts classroom
practice.
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Chapter 1
Introduction
Although the value of a college education has become imperative in our society
and the price of obtaining one has skyrocketed, retention and graduation rates, especially
at two-year colleges, are only around 20 % and many students are graduating without the
required skills demanded of jobs with a college degree (Gardner, 2014; Harbour, 2015;
Woods, 2016). To address this crisis in higher education, public policy has focused on
issues of accountability and evidence of achievement based on outcomes (Rhodes, 2012).
Learning is no longer considered an end in itself but the means to an end that is
measurable and concrete (Eng, 2006). Referring to the community college where less
than 50 % retention has been a long-standing issue, President Walter Bumphus of the
American Association of Community Colleges (AACC) notes that accountability and
student success is a must (Everett, 2015; Woods, 2016). High stakes testing and
assessment are increasingly emphasized to quantify student success at the cost of true
acquisition of knowledge and faculty are being pressured to increase their graduation
rates. Thus innovative forms of assessment and pedagogical practices that reflect progress
have come to play a central role in curriculum and course design (Lock, Kim, Koh &
Wilcox, 2018).
The climate in higher education assessment has further undergone a shift from
accountability-based assessment to improvement-based assessment. When conducted for
improvement, assessment is more inclusive of institutional faculty and staff, more
informative to colleges and universities and focused on enhancing instruction and
learning (Russell & Markle, 2017). In a modern learning setting we have a culture of
1

assessment where instruction and measurement are integrated (Al-Smadi & Helic, 2009).
Carless, Joughin and Mok (2006) introduced the concept of “learning-oriented
assessment,” based on three principles: assessment tasks, which promote the kind of
learning needed for the workplace of the twenty-first century; active student participation,
and “feedback as feed-forward.” Good feedback provides opportunities to close the gap
between current and desired performance (Carless, Joughin & Mok, 2006). This is a key
theme in higher education where the assessment is being constructed to maximize
student-learning opportunities (Carless, Joghin & Mok, 2006). In such a learning
environment, formative assessments are as essential for progress as summative
assessments for achievement and all assessment becomes a part of communication about
learning (Houston & Thompson, 2017).
Also, there has been a nationwide initiative in “closing the loop” where
assessment results are being collected to identify student areas of weakness and ways
faculty are implementing changes based on these results and reassessing for
effectiveness. Such results are meant to foster double-loop learning resulting in
improvement (Banta & Blaich, 2011). Unfortunately, too often feedback in higher
education comes after modules are complete and too late to be of much use to students
(Gibbs, 2006). However, for the feedback loop to be closed, feedback needs to be acted
upon, so timeliness is a key dimension in learning-oriented assessment (Carless, Joghin &
Mok, 2006).
With the emergence of new technology such as learning management systems
(LMS), the affordances of assessment and feedback are realized (Costello & Crane,
2013). LMS assessment tools are special purpose tools built in the system to facilitate the
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assessment process (Chow, Tse, & Armatas). Students leave digital footprints in
accessing instructional material online, which can be used to detect struggling students
and that allows adaptive strategies that meets their needs (Barkland, 2017; Neuman,
2017). LMSs with their in-built assessment tools are more in-demand since they combine
efficiency of feedback and effectiveness of learner-centered assessment (Dudley, 2015).
The effectiveness of a system depends on its implementation as well as design (Salisbury,
2018). The combination of a need for efficient, effective formative assessment; the need
to perform these assessments in an increasingly online environment; and the increased
demand for program and course level tracking of learning outcomes (Atkinson & Lim,
2013), all provided impetus for the proposed mixed methods action research study.
Action research is a participatory, democratic process concerned with developing
practical knowledge through research in action with those who experience the issue
directly. Its outcomes are both contextual problem solving and contributing to theory and
useable knowledge (Coghlan & Brannick, 2010). When undertaken by faculty through a
professional learning committee such as a faculty learning committee (FLC), it empowers
faculty to decide matters that impact their practice (Jenkins, 2011). This is a practitioneras-researcher model (Bensimon, Polkinghorne, Bauman, & Vallejo, 2004). Providing
faculty a voice in the opportunities and challenges of a particular LMS promotes buy-in
and speeds its acceptance (Walker et al., 2016). This study uses a virtual FLC (V-FLC)
based on a practitioner-as-researcher model, in a mixed methods action research
framework, to bring about change in faculty use of LMS assessment tools at a two-year
community college.
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Purpose
The purpose of this mixed methods action research (MMAR) study was to
implement a plan to increase the use of LMS – Canvas - assessment tools by faculty
teaching Eng 101 at a community college in New Jersey using a blended model. Though
not directly focused on outcomes, the aim was to build support in using LMS assessment
tools for student mastery of outcomes. Forming a V-FLC, practitioner researchers
designed and implemented an action-intervention plan using Canvas assessment tools
(CAT) and existing assessments through repeated cycles of gathering information, factfinding, planning, taking action, analyzing data, evaluating results (Ivankova, 2015). The
V-FLC participated in identifying faculty needs in terms of using CAT, seeking
professional support and training to address those needs and implementing them in their
respective classrooms. After data had been collected qualitatively through virtual focus
groups with the V-FLC regarding their experience with the action-intervention plan and
quantitatively through submission of their Learning Mastery Gradebook (LMG) reports at
the end of the semester, results were summarized in a report with the intention of a full
rollout plan in the next academic year.
The aim is to build knowledge regarding the usefulness of LMS assessment tools
and to drive change towards a better evaluation system benefitting students and faculty
alike (Stringer, 2014). The emphasis will be not only collaboratively identifying faculty
experience with different CAT but also their needs in terms of professional training and
support for better use of these tools. The outcomes of the training and support,
collaboratively created by the V-FLC, can be housed in the Humanities division webpage
and used by Eng 101 faculty as a course-specific guide for using CAT.
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The success of any assessment initiative depends heavily on faculty acceptance
and utilization (Coe, Nunley, Kier, & Luan, 2019). The lack of buy-in from academics
heavily influences LMS success and is seen as one of the critical factors for the lack of
acceptance and usage of LMS (Dsalisa, 2017). If faculty are convinced that the
technology will increase their teaching effectiveness and is useful, they might be more
willing to integrate it into their practice (Sanga, 2016). The rationale of this mixedmethod’s study was that through a well-designed action-intervention plan based on
faculty-led professional training and support, Eng 101 faculty would be more inclined to
use the assessment tools on Canvas using a blended model for student proficiency on
outcomes.
Study Background
Along with other states nationwide, New Jersey is going through a transition to a
generation of statewide assessment for improvement. More students need to graduate
with a quality education that prepares them for the workforce (New Jersey’s Governor’s
Council on Higher Education, 2015). In fact assessment of outcomes is crucial for the 21st
century (Coe, Nunley, Keir, & Luan, 2019). According to the New Jersey Commission on
Higher Education’s blueprint for excellence (2005), assessment of student outcomes is a
key step to institutional improvement and excellence. Also, while the demand for high
academic standards still exist, there is a rise in demand for providing students diverse and
innovative means to achieve their educational goals and there seems to be a growing
demand for evidence of achievement through data so that feedback can be provided in a
timely fashion (New Jersey Department of Education Statewide Assessment Outreach
Summary, 2018).
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Increasing demand to incorporate technology into teaching has challenged both
faculty and institutional systems (Salter, Richards, and Carey, 2004). Research supports
the idea that, if good instructional practice is linked with the most effective technological
tool, it can better support student learning (Chickering & Ehrmann 1996; Roschelle et al.,
2000). Technology has the potential to move assessment from disjointed separate
measures of student progress to an integrated system of assessments and personalized
instruction to meet the needs of the learner (Office of Educational Technology, 2019).
Due to technological breakthroughs, we have an approach of “blended learning”
that mixes traditional and electronic learning. It has changed the culture of student
engagement from a traditional lecture style class to an interactive, reflective experience
(Kruger, Inman, Ding et al., 2015). The U.S. Department of Education reports a
significant learning advantage to blended courses compared to either pure classroombased or pure online learning (Clark & Mayer, 2016). It is mainly offered in educational
institutions through the LMS and has been proven to increase the effectiveness and
efficiency of both teaching and learning (Graham, 2006).
Over the last decade, LMSs have made huge gains in the classroom, with
educational institutions leading the LMS market (Kruger, Inman, Ding et al., 2015). An
LMS is a web-based application that supports teaching and learning by enabling
instructors to create and organize content for learners (Sanga, 2016). LMS have multiple
functionalities that include customizable assessments and tracking of student progress.
This is possible through assessment tools such as quizzes and surveys, rubrics, outcomes,
LMG, and learning analytics (LA). These LMS assessment tools can assist faculty in
saving time for the assessment process as well as providing quicker feedback to students
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(Barkland, 2017; Dudley, 2015). LMS are increasingly providing digital technologies that
have the potential to assist assessment through semi-automation of many repetitive
processes. Assessment on the LMS also provides quality assurance for accreditation since
it allows managed and documented teaching and learning along with feedback cycles for
continuous improvement (Atkinson & Lim, 2013). One of the benefits of using the LMS
is access to student performance data that might impact pedagogical practice through LA
that analyzes and acts on the data to optimize learning (Chen & Zhang, 2017).
Accordingly, more frequent and more convenient data collection allows for a more robust
feedback loop, which, in turn, promotes more precise achievement of pre-determined
learning outcomes (Woodes, Baker, & Hopper, 2004).
In terms of LMS use, although many studies have discussed the value of
technology integration for effective teaching, there are not enough examples of how
exactly it can improve teaching and learning (Neuman, 2017; Sanga, 2016; Walker et al.,
2016). For instance, there are not enough studies on how student data stored on the LMS
is being analyzed to improve instructional content (Coe, Nunley, Keir, & Luan, 2019;
Davies et al., 2017; Svinicki et al., 2017; U.S. Department of Education, Office of
Educational Technology, 2012). Although existing literature discusses the role of
different LMSs in e-learning and the multiple tools they offer for feedback in STEM
fields, there is hardly enough research on the application of LMS tools in non-STEM
fields (Ochsner, Hug, & Galleron, 2017; Peterson, 2013). The available research also
does not address how faculty teaching a humanities, general education course like
English Composition (Eng 101) in a blended setting, can use the LMS tools to accurately
measure student learning of outcomes and reflect on the data to make meaningful
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changes in their pedagogy and practice (Peterson, 2013). Lastly, LMS adoption and the
use of assessment data to account for student success are often seen as top-down
initiatives and often met with resistance by faculty, especially in non-STEM fields (Mello
et al., 2016).
At our given college, each division under the supervision of the Dean decides
their own assessment procedures though administration requires evidence of alignment
between instruction, assessment methods and course or program outcomes. Eng 101 is a
first year, general education course that is offered in multiple sections, in different
formats. It requires intensive writing of multiple drafts that could really benefit from tools
that speeds up the feedback process and affords targeted interventions based on student
needs. Also, starting from Fall 2019, our college has adopted Cengage online textbooks
and their digital learning platform as a requirement for all general education courses like
Eng 101. This has increased the need for faculty to engage in thoughtful blended learning
practice by integrating face-to-face with online-instruction. Thus, more professional
development in a blended learning environment has become necessary (Halverson &
Graham, 2019).
Like many colleges and universities nation-wide, our college has a learning
management system, Canvas, to offer online courses and as a supplement to face-to-face
courses. The college administration encourages the use of Canvas to collect data related
to student progress and performance and to contribute towards course planning (UCC
Academic Master Plan, 2019-2024). Professional development training and support from
the distance education division is offered to faculty in their proper use and
implementation of Canvas. However, there is no strong data that connects whether these
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efforts improve teaching and learning (UCC Academic Master Plan, 2019-2024).
Although faculty, have been increasingly submitting data at the end of the semester on
student performance, there is hardly any evidence of “closing the loop” in terms of
making changes based on the data (Jankowski 2015; McCaul, 2015).
Problem Statement
The problem that I chose to investigate related to a lack in faculty use of CAT to
measure student outcomes in English 101 courses in spite of all courses being offered on
the LMS platform. Even though more and more courses are taught in a blended or hybridformat, there is lack of a formal and uniform process where faculty are using the LMS
tools for assessment purpose. This is a problem in the context of mandates from the State,
accreditation bodies and the college administration regarding use of digital technology
tools to enhance teaching and to engage faculty in the assessment of student outcomes for
accountability needs (Neuman, 2017).
Although our college regularly provides professional development workshops
regarding Canvas tools, they do not seem to address the specific needs of the Eng 101
faculty or provide models for purposeful adoption. Faculty also seem to resist
pedagogical directives that were top-down initiatives and did not consider the voice of
the faculty in shared decision-making regarding tool adoption. Therefore, a need existed
for a solution to this problem that was participatory and collaborative in nature so that
Eng 101 faculty could increase their use of the LMS tools to engage in student
assessment.

9

Research Questions
The research questions that would guide this study and help formulate our VFLC’s action research plan include the following:
RQ 1:How do faculty teaching Eng 101courses use LMS assessment tools?
a. What LMS assessment tools do Eng 101 faculty use?
b. How frequently are LMS assessment tools used by Eng 101 faculty?
c. What factors shape use of LMS assessment tools by English 101 faculty?
RQ 2: What do V-FLC members perceive as conditions needed to enhance their
experience using LMS assessment tools?
RQ 3: What is V-FLC members’ preparedness for using LMS assessment tools in Eng
101 classes after participating in faculty-led professional development?
RQ 4: What components of faculty-led professional development support the
implementation and use of LMS assessment tools in Eng 101 classes?
a. How do V-FLC members describe their experience in faculty-led
professional development to support their use of LMS assessment tools in
Eng 101 classes?
b. To what extent do V-FLC members, who have participated in the facultyled professional development use the LMS assessment tools in Eng 101
classes?

Inquiry Framework
Since the given study is grounded in a contextualized problem involving
participants teaching a certain course in a specific department, I have chosen practitioneras-researcher model of action research as a framework (Bensimon, 2004). Action
research can be conceived as a form of professional development where educators engage
in a community of inquiry within a collegial environment to produce actionable
knowledge (Pines, 2008). Participatory action research involves collaboration among all
10

participants in the co-generation of new knowledge to address a specific issue or problem
(Jacobs, 2016). In participatory action research, researchers empower participants to
become research partners and generate knowledge intended for their own use (Piercy,
Franz, Donaldson, & Richard, 2011). In higher education, participants engage in
pedagogical action research where they systematically investigate their own practice to
improve practice and contribute theoretical knowledge towards benefiting student
learning (Zhang & Amundsen, 2015). Also, my chosen methodology within the action
research framework is a mixed methods approach. According to Ivankova (2015), mixed
methods allow the combination of divergent viewpoints and a more balanced approach
combining qualitative and quantitative findings. This approach will help strengthen my
meta-inferences drawn from each cycle through integration of the results from each
strand of the MMAR study.
To understand how LMS assessment tools can be better adapted by faculty to
contribute towards student learning, I have referred to the following theoretical lenses:
technology-acceptance model and the unified theory of acceptance and technology to
frame my initial survey and focus group questions. Also, I have referred to the blended-elearning model and the framework for twenty-first century learning as the conceptual
framework to justify the study’s goals and to guide the V-FLC’s action-intervention plan.
Together, they underlie my research questions and hypothesis regarding faculty needs to
better use these tools.
To arrive at the study’s conclusions, I first review the literature around this topic
and point out their gaps to which this study can contribute. I also include in this section
my theoretical framework underlying my assumptions and study design. Next, I present
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my methodology of sampling strategy and instrumentation, data collection, and analysis.
In this section, I also attempt to address issues of validity and trustworthiness. I close
with my ethical considerations, proposed timeline and a closing summary of how my
research methods are informed by the literature and attempts to shed light on my research
questions. I also include here the significance of my findings and its contribution to
future research.
Beliefs and Assumptions
Personal experience and knowledge of one’s own system and job comprise a
distinctive pre-understanding for the insider researcher (Coghlan & Brannick, 2010). As
an insider-action researcher, this study was influenced by my beliefs and assumptions
that could be an advantage or disadvantage at the same time (Stringer, 2014). These
beliefs, assumptions, and expectations stemmed from my own experiences as an English
faculty teaching both traditional and online classes. They were also based on my
experience as a member of the assessment committees for both college composition and
developmental English courses as well as a member of the college-wide learning
outcomes and assessment committee.
Faculty in two-year colleges rely more on course-specific, criterion-referenced
measurement instead of on a normative model and holistic approach that characterizes
assessment of learning outcomes (Gardner, 2014). As a result of my familiarity with this
topic and this particular setting I believe that faculty in the English department of my
college do not generally favor objectivity with regards to assessment. We all favor
different methods to assess student learning of outcomes that suit our teaching-style and
personality best. In the past faculty had more freedom to decide for themselves whether
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students have met the requirements to pass the course or not. However, with the recent
statewide demand for accountability and evidence of meeting standards, that sense of
academic freedom in evaluating students has been replaced with data-driven decision
making like focusing on student graduation rates. Also, faculty are now required to map
their assessment methods to their course and program learning outcomes. In fact, they are
expected to show connections between the skills they are assessing, how they are
assessing it and how exactly these skills are being taught (Jankowski, 2014).
My assumption is that faculty teaching humanities courses like English, are often
wary of such mandates regarding data collection and evidence of student proficiency
since this is a very subjective field suited for a more holistic approach. Administrative
pressure to use digital technology, like the LMS assessment tools are also, I believe, an
intimidating challenge and additional burden to many faculty who lack the technical
skills or expertise to integrate them meaningfully in their practice.
Further, my assumption is that purposeful interaction among faculty and shared
decision-making regarding a culture of assessment is yet to solidify even though it has
been initiated college-wide and within our humanities division. I assume that faculty tend
to show unwillingness towards open dialogue regarding assessment results and discussing
changes as it implies a reduction in their autonomy and expertise to judge the ability of
students in their own classrooms. I also assume there will be resistance and unwillingness
from faculty to share much information regarding their own use of assessment especially
if it suggests any flaws that need to be addressed through change in the assessment
process or their current practice.
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The potential advantages that my beliefs and experiences have created for this
study include an acute awareness of the connection among assessment, teaching practice,
course learning outcomes and student success. I have an insider’s understanding of the
important role assessment processes play in providing evidence of student learning as
well as the difficulties in implementing the changes based on results. My use of Canvas
for both my online and traditional classes have strengthened my belief in the usefulness
of its tools for teaching and assessment, though I believe more professional development
is needed for its effectiveness.
On the other hand, the disadvantages of this study would stem from my dual role
as a faculty in the English department where I might be biased by my beliefs and
assumptions and form opinions based on my own experiences and familiarity with the
topic. Closeness to the data might prevent my probing of it thoroughly (Coghlan &
Brannick, 2010). Also, there might be difficulties convincing my co-workers to openly
express their viewpoint without incurring the risk of retaliation or identification.
Expecting the V-FLC to express their honest opinion regarding the action-intervention
plan might be difficult as an insider-action researcher as well. To deal with both strengths
and limitations of pre-understanding, I tried to be honest about my perspectives and open
to disconfirming evidence (Coghlan & Brannick, 2010).
Despite these disadvantages, I firmly believe that our assessment processes in
general education courses like Eng 101 could benefit from purposeful use of Canvas
assessment tools to measure key outcomes on common assessment tasks. However, there
needs to be more faculty workshops, hands-on training and professional development
surrounding assessment using LMS, more evidence of its effectiveness and more
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opportunity for faculty to reflect on how assessment data can inform and improve their
own practice. Only then will faculty adopt assessment practice using Canvas tools
consistently to support student success.
Definition of Terms
Some of the key terms that are repeatedly used throughout the paper, and their
abbreviations, include the following:
Learning Management System (LMS) - The LMS is a web-based application
that supports teaching and learning by enabling instructors to create and organize content
for learners (Alias & Zainuddin, 2005; Sanga, 2016).
Blended Learning (BL) - An educational approach that mixes traditional and
online learning to offer students an interactive-learning experience (Kruger, Inman, Ding
et al., 2015).
Faculty Learning Committee (FLC) - A professional learning community
where participants investigate and provide solutions to a problem affecting higher
education (Cox, 2016).
Virtual Faculty Learning Committee (V-FLC) -A faculty-development
opportunity offered to instructors online with both synchronous and asynchronous
experiences (Atwell et al., 2017).
Assessment Tools - Instruments (form, test, rubric etc.) both formative and
summative that are used to collect data for each of the student learning outcomes
(Jamieson & Shaw, 2019).
Canvas Assessment Tools (CAT) - Tools offered by the LMS, Canvas, to track
and improve student learning.
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Learning Mastery Gradebook (LMG) – A Canvas assessment tool that enables
performance monitoring and feedback seeking related to outcomes
Learning Analytics or New Analytics (LA) – A Canvas assessment tool for
collecting data on student online learning activities to provide timely interventions
Learner-centered assessment or assessment for improvement - Assessment
that seeks to balance grade generation with promotion of learning (Duncan & BuskirkCohen, 2011).
Closing the Loop - A process of implementing changes based on assessment
results to enhance student learning (Mbove, 2015; Schoepp & Benson, 2016).
Student Learning Outcomes - Statements of the knowledge, skills and abilities
individual students should possess and be able to demonstrate due to a learning
experience (Linn & Miller, 2005).
Significance of Study
The study focuses on use of LMS assessment tools for multiple reasons. There is
an increasing demand by state higher education policy of institutional data that provides
evidence of student learning measured through outcomes as well as student improvement
in learning (Nuventine et al., 2004). There is a pressing drive in educational design to
create and implement assessment processes that balance effectiveness and efficiency
(Atkinson & Lim, 2013). Effectiveness is the measure of the extent to which intended
goals or outcomes are met or achieved while efficiency is a measure of resource
utilization (Miller, 2007). It is no longer enough for institutions to state that a plan to
assess student learning is in place or to show that assessment is occurring; institutions are
being pressured by external stakeholders to demonstrate how the results are actually used
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to inform decision making that leads to improvement in student learning (Hollowell,
Middaugh, & Sibolski, 2010). Furthermore, at colleges and universities nationwide, there
has been a major push from administration regarding the need to map assessment
methods in different disciplines to course and program learning outcomes. Using
approaches like backward-course design, college educators are being asked to streamline
outcomes, assessments to measure them accurately, and classroom activities to support
the outcomes (Jankowski, 2014). Such alignment results in both efficiency and studentcentered learning (Reynolds & Kearns, 2017).
Assessment of student learning outcomes is consequential to improvement in
student learning and institutional performance (Jankowski, 2012). Such assessments
contribute to a culture of continuous improvement and create a sense of shared
responsibility and accountability (Gardner & Moore, 2014). Assessment practices at an
institution are indeed transformative if seen as an upward spiral. They incorporate the use
of evidence in regular and ongoing decision-making that might affect curricular and other
decision-making on campus (Wehlburg, 2007). At the same time, insight into the use of
educational technology is an important contribution to strategic decision-making at
educational institutions (Jankowski, 2012; Machajewski, Steffen, Romero et. al., 2019).
In-depth studies documenting the level of engagement of community college
faculty in efforts to improve student outcomes is rare and involving them in major
reforms is challenging given their workload and employment status. Furthermore,
professional development at community colleges is designed to enhance skills and
knowledge of individual instructors rather than to build professional communities of
practice where instructors work together to improve curricula and instruction (Jenkins,
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2011). Research on use of technology in relation to teaching and content as well the
effectiveness of LMS tools to meet learning outcomes is still limited (Parenti, 2014).
Although many institutions of higher education are adopting online learning
environments to assist in collection and interpretation of student assessment data, faculty
still experience many challenges and limitations in the meaningful use of these digital
tools (Peterson, 2013; Salisbury, 2018). The reported use of LMS for assessment
purposes is much lower than expected and varies according to discipline (Kruger, Inman,
Ding, et al., 2015). The emphasis in assessment culture upon empirical, quantitative
measurement of pedagogical effectiveness poses unique challenges for humanist scholars
and faculty (Barrett, 2012; Person, 2013). Furthermore, the demand from states and
accrediting agencies for assessment of course and program outcomes to measure
institutional effectiveness has proved especially challenging to courses like English
Composition that is more focused on basic skills than higher order thinking (McGowen,
2012). In fact, although educators, in general, are aware of the importance of technology,
many of them do not know how to incorporate it meaningfully into their classrooms (Holt
& Burkman, 2013; Penrod, 2005). Flipping and blending require changes to pedagogical
patterns in order to have an effect on teaching and assessment (Neuman, 2017). Recent
studies on the LMS suggest that even though the LMS offers a more active and
interactive learning environment, there are only limited features like uploading the
syllabus or posting announcements, that faculty actually use (Sanga, 2016).
Often, faculty need more professional training and support for LMS-application
skills especially in terms of their course-specific educational objectives (Neuman, 2017).
Faculty development programs that are not tailored to faculty needs or convenience are
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met with resistance (Ahmed, 2013). Rather a bottom-up teacher-led professional
development model would promote engagement and a positive community to foster
change (Macias, 2017). Professional development where educators are co-producers and
agents of change in the problems that really concern them in their classes have been
proven to be most effective. For instance, action-research is a powerful form of
professional development where educators collaborate on solving problems in their own
educational practice (Khan, Grajilva, & Enriquez-Gates, 2019; Weidenseld & Bashevis,
2013; Zhang & Amundsen, 2015). When faculty assume leadership roles in the
administrative process they tend to take a deeper interest in its facilitation (Coe, Lunley,
Kier, & Luan, 2019). It would benefit policy and practice if more research used a
bottoms-up approach where faculty are engaged in evaluation initiatives and create
assessment processes best suited for non-STEM fields (Ochsner, Hug, & Galleron, 2017).
The intent of this study was to review our college’s existing assessment practice
using CAT in Eng 101 and to research how faculty can better utilize the affordances of
these tools in a blended format. Also, the conclusions from the study will hopefully shed
light on the need for professional training and support, so that faculty can effectively use
LMS assessment tools to help students achieve mastery of the course learning outcomes.
Though set in a local context, the findings can be significant for practitioners,
administrators and policymakers who are looking for effective ways to implement
blended learning for achieving student outcomes across all subject areas (Halverson &
Graham, 2019).
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Conclusion
The assessment of students in postsecondary institutions continues to be a salient
issue among educators, accrediting agency leaders and public policy-makers (Webber,
2012). Furthermore, the meaning and use of assessment has evolved significantly with
time. While traditionally assessment was defined primarily as evaluation of a student’s
comprehension of factual information, more recently assessment involves activities
designed to foster student learning (Russell & Markle, 2017; Webber, 2012). As higher
education has become more learner-centered, assessment practices are also expected to
reflect learner-centered techniques that will contribute to organizational change and
growth (Webber, 2012). In addition, assessment and feedback are seen as vital conditions
for student success. Student success is enhanced in an environment in which performance
is frequently assessed and the results are provided to faculty, staff, and the students
themselves so that they can receive early warnings or timely interventions (Tinto, 2012).
Increasingly, individual students can benefit from information on their own performance,
as they become more active agents of their own learning (Russell & Markle, 2017).
According to Nuventine et al., (2004), while the need for assessment is clear, an
implementation gap often exists between the desired end result and how one gets there.
Assessment of outcomes is challenging since the inference drawn from the evidence of
learning needs to be in line with the intended learning outcomes (Daugherty, Black,
Ecclestone, James, & Newton as cited in Berry and Adamson, 2011). Indeed, assessmentfor-improvement has challenges in terms of the processes and tools used to measure
student learning (Russell & Markle, 2017). According to Greene and Hutchings (2018)
faculty need to be engaged to advance assessment and to use the assessment data as
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evidence to guide improvement. In other words, faculty need to participate in making
sense of their assessment data so that they can relate the evidence to their teaching (Banta
& Blaich, 2011). A need exists not for more data, but better interpretation of data (Hattie,
2015). Although closing-the-loop is meant to create a culture of evidence and data based
decision-making, the process seems unclear (McCaul, 2015). This gap prevents colleges
from developing an effective assessment plan that will yield meaningful data at the
student, course, program, and college levels (Nuventine et al., 2004). In fact, assessment
and feedback in higher education still remains an area of concern for faculty especially
with regard to time needed to implement it effectively (Dudley, 2015).
Higher education now has both the tools and frameworks to connect teaching and
learning meaningfully that is driven by grass root faculty expertise and places
improvement in student learning at the center (Rhodes, 2012). Technology has also
brought in a host of new and different resources that has revolutionized higher education
(Russell & Markle, 2017). Unfortunately, due to the marketization of education, nonstem fields like the humanities are no longer the focus of public discourse or high on the
list of public policy (Ochsner, Hug, & Galleron, 2017). In addition, there seems to be a
paucity of research on how different faculty use assessment to reflect on their practice
and the role of LMS tools in non-STEM fields (Dudley, 2015). With this in mind, this
MMAR study focused on a plan to increase the use of LMS assessment tools by Eng 101
faculty to determine student progress on learning outcomes and offer timely interventions
as needed. Thus, this study aims to reinforce the need for opportunities where community
college faculty collaboratively engage in reflection and analysis of their assessment and
instructional practices and utilize technology more for teaching and learning.
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Chapter 2
Literature Review
To meet the growing demand for accountability and transparency regarding
quality of student learning, higher education institutions are increasingly turning to new
ways to assess students and using the results to enhance their learning (Jankowski, 2012).
Many higher education practitioners agree that assessment helps us measure what
students learn. However, actually using assessment results to change curricula and
teaching strategies is relatively rare (Jankowski, 2012; Reed, Levin, & Mallandra, 2011).
There is wide concern among accreditors, policy makers and campus leaders surrounding
the fact that too few faculty are closing the loop – that is, studying assessment data in
stimulating improvements (Banta & Blaich, 2011). Also, in the 21st century, the ways
students write and the products they create are changing. Studies show that we need to
rethink the way we articulate learning outcomes and conduct classroom assessment in the
context of new media (Hertogh, 2014).
With access to student data through the LMS assessment tools and the ability to
analyze the data, educational institutions are using experimental predictive analyses to
detect areas of instructional improvement (U.S. Department of Education, Office of
Educational Technology, 2012). The technology-enhanced assessment approach could
improve learners’ learning achievement, learning performance, learning engagement and
self-efficacy (Chen & Zhang, 2017). It could help to cultivate learners’ higher-order
thinking and learning achievement (Buldu 2010; Chen & Zhang, 2017). However, there
has been little research done on assessment of learning management systems (LMS)
within educational organizations as both a web-based learning system for e-learning and
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as a supportive tool for blended learning environments (Ozkan & Koseler, 2009).
Information-communications technology has actually advanced educational assessment
in terms of precision of detecting actual values of observed variables, efficiency in
collecting and processing information, and speed and frequency of feedback given to the
participants and stakeholders (Griffin, McGaw, & Care, 2012). There has been a growth
in software for assessment data management and development and marketing of
measures or instruments for gathering assessment data (Jankowski, 2012). Clearly,
research in this field might lead to new insights that could benefit the entire higher
education community.
The topic of this proposal involved exploring ways to increase the use of
assessment tools on the LMS, Canvas, for faculty assessment of student outcomes in a
humanities general education course - Introduction to English Composition I (Eng 101)
of a community college. In this section, I review the literature that exists surrounding the
topic in order to understand better what research has been done recently in this area of
interest, what have been their findings and implications for future research. To ground
this study, I first review the literature surrounding assessment in higher education. I have
delved into best practices concerning assessment on the LMS and noted problem areas
along with challenges that still exist in proper usage of the LMS system. I have narrowed
down to studies using a similar approach to mine and that focus on the innovative use of
technology in College Composition courses specially dealing with assessment techniques.
These groupings provide the parameters that frame this study and help contextualize my
results. I have included in this review thematic approaches as well as theoretical
frameworks and models as a background for my work and to contextualize this study in
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the body of existing literature. I have concluded with a brief summary of my literature
review, their findings and limitations, and an indication of the relevance of this work in
the existing body of research and what it aims to contribute further in this field.
Assessment Practice
Meaning of Assessment
Assessment, defined as “a systematic process for gathering data about student
achievement,” is an essential component of teaching (Dhindsa, Omar, & Waldrip, 2007).
Assessment of student outcomes is goal-driven, empirically based, process-improvement
oriented and focused on individual students and their attainment of learning (Jankowski,
2012; Suskie, 2010). Assessment helps students focus on areas of improvement and
provides them multiple opportunities to reach the desired outcomes. It also enables
faculty to reflect on their pedagogical approaches and make changes to the course and
program curriculum. Finally, it provides an opportunity for faculty to collaborate and
exchange ideas with other faculty both within and across disciplines as well as other
stakeholders like student services, the library staff and administration to create a
meaningful and sustained assessment of student learning and success (Malenfant &
Brown, 2017; Union County College Learning Outcomes Assessment Handbook, 2018).
Stiggins stated that assessment is “the process of gathering information for the
purpose of instructional decision making” (2008). It involves all those activities that
teachers and students undertake to obtain information that can be used diagnostically to
alter teaching and learning (Alhazmi, Zafar, & Al-Hammadi, 2015). Therefore, the intent
of assessment should be to make informed decisions to improve instruction and student
learning and should benefit both instructors and students, alike (Geoghegan, 2014).
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Assessment is often seen as a subset of curriculum development, yet it is what students
focus on and its outputs are central to however education institutions function and are
themselves assessed. Assessment is therefore of critical importance across the processes
of higher education institutions, particularly to those aspects that relate to learning and
teaching (Davies & Taras, 2018). Assessment drives learning and influences the quality
of learning by directing the approach students take towards learning and by aligning the
outcomes of the educational program with teaching methodologies and the educational
environment (Khan, 2014).
Changes in Assessment Culture
Paradigm Shifts in Assessment. Over the last few decades there has been a
changing climate in higher education assessment policy and practice. Colleges and
universities are increasingly facing new challenges resulting from societal, technological,
and other influences leading to a need to augment the skills expected of college graduates
(Webber, 2012). As a result, higher education has witnessed major paradigm shifts in
instruction and the assessment of skills needed for college success and success in the
workforce (Oliveri & Markle, 2017).
Assessment and Learning Paradigm. There has been a push towards a better
alignment of assessment, teaching and learning (Davies & Taras, 2018; Goodrun et al,
2005). Educators strive to create an assessment culture where assessment methods are
matched with best instructional practice (Broad, 2009). This has caused a shift in higher
education from an instruction paradigm to a learning paradigm and the transformation is
reflected in teaching and learning (Webber, 2012). A central element in this paradigm is
learner-centered assessment (Duncan & Buskirk-Cohen, 2011; Webber, 2012). This
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paradigm positions assessment for learning as an integral part of the entire educational
experience and focuses on evaluating what students know, understand, and can do
(Marshall & Jankowski, 2017; Mussawy, 2009). Educational practices are perceived as
requiring more direct engagement with students’ inclusion in their own learning choices
and this is increasingly spilling over into assessment processes and products (Davies &
Taras, 2018; Merry et al., 2013).
There seems to exist a gap in the body of literature that deals with the
effectiveness of assessment in not only evaluating students’ progress and development in
a course, but also addressing students’ areas of weakness in the classroom and whether
there is follow up to determine any changes in the assessment data to see what works
(Chiu & Churchill, 2015; Miller, 2017). Although data exist showing that faculty have
been increasingly submitting data on their class performance, there is not much evidence
of follow-up with the results concerning what is working and what needs to be changed.
Although learner-centered assessment is considered a best practice in higher education
pedagogy, it is not clear whether faculty members have adopted it fully (Webber, 2012).
Further research is required for what factors within assessment actually contribute to
student engagement and motivation that is central to learner-oriented assessment (Lynam
& Cachia, 2018).
Competency-Oriented Assessment. Current trends in assessment include
assessment for learning, assessment for progress monitoring, and assessment of students’
21st century competencies (Lock, Kim, Koh and Wilcox, 2018). Colleges and universities
need to be prepared to help students develop their skills and competencies (Duare,
Ramos, Rosillo, Alperstedt, & Haźe, 2015). In fact, the last few decades have seen a
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paradigm shift in higher education in general towards standard setting, quality control,
and quality assurance, outcome based and competency-oriented assessment (Khan, 2014).
Most notably, assessment has shifted from adequacy of resources to adequacy of results
(Jankowski, 2012). The scores or feedback help students understand their deficiencies in
relation to the clearly predefined goals and objectives of the educational program (Khan,
2014).
Formative and Summative Assessments. Assessment is seen as increasingly
taking two distinct routes- process and product assessments. Whereas the former is
grouped under formative assessments and linked to teaching and learning, the latter is
grouped under summative assessments and used for validation and accreditation. Both are
needed by faculty to make short and long-term decisions (Davies & Taras, 2018). In an
aligned outcome-based curriculum, formative assessments reflect learning activities that
appropriately prepare students for the summative assessment of outcomes that are crucial
for effective student learning and assessment quality (Gulikers, Biemans, Wesselink, &
van der Wel, 2013).
Criterion-Referenced Assessment. Over the last decade or so, assessment in
subjective fields like English language education has witnessed a major paradigm shift
from traditional forms of testing to a stronger focus on outcome-based and standardreferenced assessment (Cummins, 2009; Lock et al., 2018). These policies can permit the
alignment of curricula and assessment through criterion-referenced forms of assessment
(Cummins, 2009). Such a shift results in an increasing attention to the connection
between assessment and meaningful instruction (Shepard, 2000). Writing instructors are
looking for assessment practices that produce more valid assessment of student writing
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and respond directly to the needs of faculty, students, and the public (Broad, 2009).
Composition instructors are also increasingly adopting online learning tools to
supplement face-to-face instruction as students are depending more on online writing
environments (Salisbury, 2018).
Outcome-Based Assessment. Current trends in assessment include assessment
for learning, assessment for progress monitoring, and assessment of students’ 21st century
competencies (Lock, Kim, Koh and Wilcox, 2018). Colleges and universities need to be
prepared to help students develop their skills and competencies (Duare, Ramos, Rosillo,
Alperstedt, & Haźe, 2015). In fact, the last few decades have seen a paradigm shift in
higher education in general towards standard setting, quality control, and quality
assurance, outcome based and competency-oriented assessment (Khan, 2014). Most
notably, assessment has shifted from adequacy of resources to adequacy of results
(Jankowski, 2012). The scores or feedback help students understand their deficiencies in
relation to the clearly predefined goals and objectives of the educational program (Khan,
2014).
Assessment and Student Learning. A growing body of research on teaching and
learning in higher education emphasizes the adoption of learner-centered pedagogical
approaches, providing prompt and detailed feedback, while respecting the diverse modes
of learning (Duncan & Buskirk-Cohen, 2011; Macfayden & Dawson, 2010). With the
recent emphasis on curricula reform, there is a great focus on assessment and pedagogical
practices to support student learning (Lock et al., 2018; Oliveri & Markle, 2017).
Educators need to transform from being teacher-centric to learner-centric (Abas, 2015;
Duncan & Buskirk-Cohen, 2011). Student-centered learning is active and addresses
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diverse learning needs, interests or backgrounds (Abas, 2015). Students are viewed as
empowered partners in the assessment process who monitor their own learning while the
teacher’s role is geared to formulating and scaffolding learning on the basis of on-going
feedback from internal and external assessment sources (Hattie, 2015; Inbar-Lourie,
2008). This also relates to andragogy or adult learning theory where the learner is
perceived to be mature, motivated, voluntary and equal participant in the learning
relationship with a facilitator who aids the learner to achieve his or her self-determined
learning objectives (Pappas & Jerman, 2015). Assessment in student-centered learning is
competency-based, where students need to demonstrate that their skills and knowledge
learned have reached the desired degree based on the learning outcomes specified (Abas,
2015).
Educators agree that assessing student learning should produce changes in the
curriculum, pedagogy, and the planned experience of students; in that case, assessment
can be seen as a spiral that continuously moves upwards (Wehlburg, 2007). This means
that the assessment process is a cyclical process that begins with setting goals for
improvement, acquiring and interpreting data and using it to support decisions about
program improvement, which forms the basis of the next set of goals (Sivanand, 2017).
In other words, not only is student learning improved, but also the goals and outcomes
are refined, as well as the measures to reach them (Wehlburg, 2007). However, many
higher education institutions focus more on the certification of student achievement
rather than student learning. Definitely, it is important for faculty to align course
objectives better with long-term goals. In fact, current assessment trends make it
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imperative for faculty to set exemplary standards of innovative pedagogy and assessment
practice that demonstrates both student learning and accountability (Lock et al., 2018).
Assessment and English Composition. Assessment in higher education,
especially in a field like English Composition, which is very subjective, can be very
difficult to standardize and administer in a streamlined way (McGowan, 2011). It
involves a wide collection of data throughout a student’s coursework and requires careful
and collective interpretation of the data, integration of new teaching practices and
methods based on the results and reassessment to monitor whether the changes have
proven to be beneficial in aiding students to meet the course objectives (Allen, Schien,
Dean, & Kidd, 2016).
Twenty-first century institutions of higher education face issues about information
literacy assessment and measurement (Roberson, 2016). Students with demonstrated
information literacy skills have an advantage in higher education over students without
the skills because of increasing amounts of digital data students encounter academically
and professionally in the 21st century (Oakleaf, 2011). Hence, to meet their needs, faculty
and administrators have started creating initiatives that measure and assess information
literacy proficiency and demonstrated examples of learning excellence (Roberson, 2016).
English composition, which involves critical reading and writing persuasive essays and
research papers based on scholarly sources involve information literacy as a key outcome
for assessment (Veach, 2018).
Writing assessment can be seen as a form of research with the potential to
improve the educational experience of students through greater understanding among
faculty regarding their goals and expectations from student writers (McGowan, 2011;
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Comer & White, 2016). The role of how writing assessment influences, controls and
governs curricula is becoming increasingly important in higher education (Penrod, 2005).
Writing’s intrinsic subjectivity and the great variety of writing formats appropriate to
diverse contexts raise fundamental questions about the empirical bias of the assessment
culture taking root in U.S. higher education (Barrett, 2012; McGowan, 2012; McLeod,
Horn, & Haswell, 2005; Peterson, 2013).
Clearly the rise in demand for both computer technology and assessment
technology ushers in significant pedagogical changes for colleges and universities.
Composition faculty find themselves teaching writing to adapt to a new academic
environment (Penrod, 2005; Peterson, 2013). Entering composition students are
immersed in emerging writing technologies along with the affordances of new
technology that assessment processes must address as well (Comer & White, 2016).
Affordances of technology allow faculty to integrate the assessment process with the
instruction practice, archive student work to trace their progress carefully and obtain a
rich variety of data to easily access and evaluate student work. However, due to lack of
training and support composition faculty are often challenged with how best to utilize the
available technology to evaluate student work (Penrod, 2005). Although instructors see
the potential significance of the affordances offered by the LMS, there is still major
disparity between instructors practices in face-to-face and LMS spaces with many
instructors failing to see the LMS as integral to their pedagogical practice (Salisbury,
2018). The body of literature could benefit from research on assessment practices related
to assessing students in two-year colleges using the tools of new media in composition
classes.
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Faculty Role in Assessment. Assessment efforts have moved from an act of
compliance to collective faculty effort willingly engaged in to improve student learning
(Mello et al., 2016). According to the Principles of Effective Assessment Practice, faculty
need to be engaged in and gain ownership of the assessment process (Banta, Jones &
Black, 2010; Wang & Hurley, 2012). Faculty play a vital role in supporting, empowering,
and advancing the academic success and intellectual independence of the students
(Campbell, 2007). One main feature of high order assessment is high-level instruction,
making instruction and assessment complement of each other (Mussawy, 2009).
Goodrum, Hackling, & Rennie. (2001) state that, ideally, assessment “enhances learning,
provides feedback about student progress, builds self-confidence and self-esteem, and
develops skills in evaluation”. In addition, they argue that effective learning occurs when
correspondence exists between teaching, evaluation, and results. Therefore, due to its
close relation with instruction and learning outcomes, assessment has a key role in
learning (Mussawy, 2009). Educational institutions are implementing systems of
evaluation and assessment to demonstrate their commitment to efficiency, productivity,
effectiveness and accountability. Additionally, educators are under pressure to implement
and demonstrate effective pedagogical practice in a context where it is increasingly
difficult to monitor student progress through personal contact (Macfayden & Dawson,
2010). In fact, faculty play a central role in assessment, especially in their own classroom
spaces (Geoghegan, 2014). However, this role has shifted from an emphasis on trying to
get faculty involved in doing assessment to providing faculty support for using
assessment results to improve teaching and learning (Jankowski, 2018). The assessment
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climate demands that faculty collect student data and monitor their growth throughout the
period students are enrolled in their classes.
Research has also shown that faculty need to be engaged to advance assessment
and to use the assessment data as evidence to guide improvement (Banta & Blaich, 2011).
Various forms of assessment practices are introduced, for example, to improve results or
enhance equity although their effect depends on how educators enact such assessment
practices (Sivanand 2017; Strandler, 2016). Moreover, faculty need to engage in risktaking through innovative instructional practice and assessment that enhance student
learning (Lock et al., 2018). There is still much faculty can do to in their classrooms and
programs to harness the power of technological convergence in ways that benefit student
learning (Campbell, 2007; Penrod, 2005). Clearly, more research in established best
practices is needed in this field.
Assessment Best Practices. An important part of the drive to reform the
educational system is development of new ways to assess student learning (Hawkins et
al., 1993). For an educational assessment practice to be considered valid, it must inform
instruction and lead to improved teaching and learning (Standards for the Assessment of
Reading and Writing, 2009). Considering the paradigm shift in higher education,
assessment best practice must address the achievement of competencies and skills
required for the 21st century. Also, best assessment practice should have provisions for
feedback from faculty and student, alike in order to engage students better as autonomous
and self-directed learners (Duare, Ramos, Rosillo, Alperstedt, & Haźe, 2015). However,
there is limited empirical data to assess and document learning of emphasized learning
outcomes (Poirier & Wilhelm, 2018). Not much examples of best practice has been
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identified where assessment results have been utilized to stimulate improvement (Banta
& Blaich, 2011; Blaich & Wise, 2018; Reder & Crimmins, 2018). While the need exists
to assist faculty through professional development to make sense of and use assessment
results to improve, practical examples that demonstrate such support with assessment
efforts are currently scant in the literature (Jankowski, Baker, & Kinzie, 2018; Schoepp &
Benson, 2016).
Assessment and a Culture of Evidence. Assessment in the 21st century is rooted
in a culture of evidence regarding teaching and learning of new competencies (Reder &
Crimmins, 2018; Shute & Becker, 2010). Due to its value in the teaching-learning
process and because it assists accountability needs, the assessment of teaching and
learning needs in postsecondary education has become inextricably incorporated in
institutional policies and practice (Webber, 2012). Outcomes-focused reforms to guide
program improvement and accountability have become increasingly common in
educational policy (Sivanand, 2017). Assessment work that last and become meaningful
and useful to institutions are those that are rooted in valued educational outcomes
(Kinzie, Jankowski, & Provezis, 2014). Faculty need to build an evidence model for
student activities describing how the outcome relates to targeted proficiencies (Almond
as cited in Shute & Becker, 2010). For instance, resulting data can be used to demonstrate
effectiveness where they do exist or to discuss innovative pedagogical or curricular
experiences where they do not (Oliveri & Markle, 2017). Because internal and external
agents are looking for practices that are related to and are evidence of learning outcomes,
faculty are strongly encouraged to assimilate instructional and assessment techniques that
provide evidence of learning (Oliveri & Markle, 2017; Webber, 2012). An authentic form
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of assessment is emerging that values evidence produced in the context of teaching and
learning and supports faculty use of evidence of student learning (Jankowski, Baker, &
Kinzie, 2018). However, although data exists that over time faculty have been
increasingly submitting data on their class performance, there isn’t much evidence of
follow-up with the results concerning what is working and what needs to be changed. In
other words, although closing-the-loop is meant to create a culture of evidence and databased-decision-making, the process seems unclear (McCaul, 2015).
New Media in Assessment. New formats and mediums are being used in all areas
of education both as a learning/teaching strategy as well as for assessment. For instance,
we now have computer-assisted-assessment techniques with the advent of new media
(Khan, 2014). Many higher education institutions are offering more courses online and
are adopting online learning environments (OLE) for instruction and assessment
purposes. Such digital tools offered by the OLE, has caused a major paradigm shift in
higher education that involves reinventing their practices, policies and learning processes
(Salisbury, 2018).
Problems with Assessment
Assessment and Feedback. Although assessment can help guide improvements
in student learning, workforce preparation and degree completion by monitoring,
informing, and enhancing the teaching and learning of critical skills, there are persistent
challenges in assessment design, implementation, score analysis, and reporting (Oliveri &
Markle, 2017). Pedagogical literature attests to the centrality of assessment and feedback
in effective student learning at the undergraduate and graduate level, yet these processes
do not seem to be fulfilling their purpose or potential for students or lecturers alike
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(Hattie, 2015; Nuventine et al., 2004; Smith & Williams, 2017). Use of assessment
evidence to improve student learning and inform curricular decisions is valuable yet
difficult to implement at the same time (Banta & Blaich, 2011). In fact, assessment and
feedback in higher education still remains an area of concern. Institutions have the
greatest difficulty in the assessment cycle of “closing the loop” that is studying
assessment findings to suggest improvements and reassessment (Banta & Blaich, 2011,
pp. 22). Research on assessment data points to the effectiveness of changing student
learning by changing the form of assessment, which is known as Beneficial Backwash
(Watkins, Dalin, & Ekholms, 2005). However, the existing literature does not provide
much evidence of the worth of any assessment on the overall student learning experience
(Pathak, 2018). While most current assessment tools give an indication of a learner’s
level of knowledge in a specific field, they do not give any guidance to the instructor or
learner about the next learning step (Hamtini, Albasha, & Varoca, 2015).
There seems to exist a gap in the body of literature that deals with the
effectiveness of assessment in not only evaluating students progress and development in a
course, but the ways that student areas of weakness are being addressed in the classroom
and whether there is follow up to determine any changes in the assessment data to see
what works (Chiu & Churchill, 2015; Jankowski, 2012; Miller, 2017). Although data
exist showing that faculty have been increasingly submitting data on their class
performance, there is not much evidence of follow-up with the results concerning what is
working and what needs to be changed. Although learner-centered assessment is
considered a best practice in higher education pedagogy, it is not clear whether faculty
members have adopted it fully (Webber, 2012). Although different measures exist to
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assess different learning outcomes, it is challenging to employ all the measures to capture
the full range of learning (Kinzie, Jankowski, & Provenzis, 2014). Further research is
required for what factors within assessment actually contribute to student engagement
and improvement (Lynam & Cachia, 2018; Sivanand 2017). The affordances of new
media, such as technology-enhanced data gathering capabilities need to be addressed as
well to illuminate current approaches to assessment (Arum, Roksa, & Cook, 2016).
Faculty Resistance. Studies have identified lack of faculty support as the most
significant barrier to effective implementation of assessment. There are significant
barriers to effective general education outcomes assessment. Faculty often experience a
loss of ownership or fail to see a need for such initiative (Repetto, & Trentin., 2011).
Faculty often shows resistance in using qualitative data for assessment due to the broad
nature of the skills measured that are not discipline-specific and are often uncomfortable
analyzing data that seems unrelated to their course (Coe et al., 2019). Many faculty also
do not believe assessment for accountability and assessment for learning can be achieved
simultaneously and therefore fail to trust or show ownership of assessment practice
(Carless, Joughin & Mok, 2006). Such resistance can be due to a lack of choice or
imposition of change (Burke, 2014). Although educators and administrators need some
amount of assessment literacy, they are not gaining enough training in testing and
measurement (Popham, 1999; Webb 2002).
Community colleges in particular face several challenges in effectively using
assessment results of student learning outcomes. This is due to their diverse student
population with low completion rates, limited support and training for faculty and staff
related to outcomes and large dependence on adjunct faculty (Coe et al., 2019). Using
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best practices such as instructional technology offered by the LMS helps to overcome
some of these challenges. The assessment tools provided by these platforms helps to
streamline the assessment process by embedding the assessment into the course and allow
natural and authentic analysis of outcomes (Coe et al., 2019). In the case of new
technologies, faculty often resist adopting them due to a lack of confidence in their
effective use and lack of preparation in their use. Their pedagogic-value remains unclear
in the literature (Repetto & Trentin, 2011). I address faculty problems with e-assessment
tools separately in a section under the LMS.
The engagement and involvement of faculty remain a key challenge facing the
state of assessment in higher education due to lack of structured assessment support and
time investment (Wang & Hurley, 2012). The complexity of faculty work often pulls
them away from their change activities (Kezar & Lester, 2011). All change is a loss
experience of familiar routines that causes anxiety and resistance. Such resistance needs
to be countered with negotiation, persuasion, and reassurance of the long-term
advantages that outweigh the efforts made in transition (Burke, 2014). Framing
assessment as a scholarly activity and offering professional training to faculty could help
strengthen assessment practice (Wang & Hurley, 2012).
Faculty and Professional Development
Faculty Training Needs
The Community College Research Center has identified employee training and
professional development as a key practice of high-performing organizations. Faculty
development is a process by which faculty are afforded the opportunity to challenge their
current academic practice and acquire new practice and knowledge (Repetto & Trentin.,
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2011). Preparing employees to lead reform requires ongoing professional development
that involves and empowers them for the benefit of the institution (Jenkins, 2011).
However, the literature on effective undergraduate institutions, do not place much
emphasis on employee training and professional development. There is also paucity of
research on the relation between time spent on professional development and
improvement in student outcomes (Yoon, Duncan, Lee, Scarloss, & Shapley, 2007).
There is little evidence of institutions where educators engage regularly in thinking
critically about the relationship between instructional practices and student outcomes
(Confry & Makar, 2005). Such time spent needs to be purposeful, carefully structured,
and highly organized to contribute to success (Geoghegan, 2014; Weidenseld &
Bashevis, 2013). Training also needs to meet the needs of the end-users (Repetto, T.,
2011).
Traditionally professional development programs are seen as top-down initiatives
offered by those outside the classroom (Pine, 2008). Especially in community colleges
such staff development programs are rare and not geared to strategically promote learning
and development in ways that directly support efforts to strengthen academic programs
(Jenkins, 2011). Current professional development employs a one-size-fits-all structure
with generic content that disregards educators’ knowledge (Stover, 2018). Strengthening
practice in this area through more in-depth studies and evidence-based research could
enable such institutions to improve their practice (Jenkins, 2011). Recent trends in
education reflect a growth in teacher-led professional development using a bottom-up
structure (Macias, 2017; Pine, 2008). Professional development using a bottom-up
approach helps to create a vision of change and is seen as an important vehicle for

39

campus innovation (Kezar & Lester, 2011). When educators are allowed to design
professional development activities that meet their needs and target the practical
problems they face, they make efforts to improve classroom practice efforts (Bozkus &
Bayrak, 2019; Pine 2008). Such training enhances educators’ pedagogical skills and
content knowledge and focus on learning-outcomes for students (Macias, 2017; Stover,
2018). With the emergence of new technology through central platforms like LMS,
professional development need to equip faculty with the confidence to integrate these
tools into their curriculum and target the higher order outcomes (Coe, Nunley, Kier, &
Luan, 2019). For faculty to enhance their perception and use of technology and to refine
their pedagogical choices require second-order change (Fullan, 2001). By investing in
ongoing professional development along with a supportive, self-guided, sel-regulated
training framework, educators may overcome the challenges of implementing a new
technology (Bhati et al., 2010).
Faculty Learning Committee
The best structure for fostering collaboration is the team where each member
accepts responsibility for the change-initiative and takes part actively in decision-making
(Dufour & Eaker, 1998). Conducting team-building activities often supports the larger
organizational change (Burke, 2014). In order for educators to initiate, implement, and
sustain change, they must function as professional learning communities that is
characterized by shared mission, vision, and values; collective inquiry, collaborative
teams, action orientation and experimentation, continuous improvement and orientation
towards results (Dufour & Eaker, 1998). Such a community places greater emphasis on
relationships, shared ideals, and a strong culture that are critical factors for the
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improvement of the learning organization (Dufour & Eaker, 1998). Such a professional
community where faculty are engaged in setting and assessing learning outcomes is a key
practice of effective organizations (Jenkins, 2011). Based on similar principles, an FLC is
a small group-learning structure with a process that enables its participants to investigate
and provide solutions for any significant problem or opportunity in higher education
(Cox, 2016).
One of the models on which a faculty learning committee is built is called the
“practitioner-as-researcher” model (Bensimon, Polkinghorne, Bauman, & Vallejo, 2004).
In this model stakeholders produce knowledge in a local context in order to identify local
problems and take actions to solve them. Such a model has elements of participatory
action-research, serves to empower stakeholders through collaboration and its goal is to
bring about institutional change (Bensimon et. al, 2004). The leader of an FLC functions
as a facilitator who coordinates and guides the members while encouraging them to
assume responsibility and leadership roles in the shared tasks (Cox, 2016). Faculty
learning committees provide double-loop learning for the topics that the participants
address and are characterized into two main groups, issue-focused and cohort-focused
(Cox, 2004). Issue-focused FLC aims to bring together a group of faculty of various
ranks and disciplines who are interested in a cross-disciplinary study of a specific topic.
In contrast, a cohort-FLC focus on the teaching and learning needs of a particular group
of faculty (Cox, 2004). Ultimately FLCs focus on improving student learning through
improved faculty teaching (Hubball, Clarke, & Beache, 2004). FLCs are quality faculty
development practice contributing to sustainable individual and organizational change
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over time and enabling innovating learning and teaching practices among practitioners
(Repetto & Trentin, 2011).
Learning Management Systems and Assessment
LMS Functions
LMS Background. Over the last decade, learning management systems
(popularly known as LMS) have become a mainstream element in higher education and
are widely used across colleges and universities for teaching and learning initiatives
(Kruger, Inman, & Ding et al., 2015; Rhode, Richter, Gowen, Miller, & Mills, 2017;
Walker, Lindner, Murphrey, & Dooley, 2016). Leaders in the LMS market include
platforms like Blackboard, Moodle and Canvas among which Canvas is the fastest
growing LMS (Kruger, 2015). The LMS has become integral to the student learning and
faculty teaching experience (Dahlstrom et al. 2014, as cited in Machajewski, Steffen,
Romero et al. 2018). The LMS is a web-based application that supports teaching and
learning by enabling instructors to create and organize content for learners (Alias &
Zainuddin, 2005; Sanga, 2016). The LMS application provides many tools to support
teaching and learning and acts as an interface for consistent skill delivery, knowledge
assessment and collaboration (Walker et al., 2016). The effectiveness of the LMS to
impact teaching and learning really depends on how the tools are used (Walker et al.,
2016). The LMS is used as an information technology resource to support on- and-offcampus online education, face-to-face instruction, blended instruction, and distance
education (McGill & Klobas, 2009, as cited in Walker et al., 2016). Learning that is
offered through technological tools on the LMS allow students more empowerment and
development of skills required for self-directed learners (Dron & Anderson, 2014; Miller
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2017). Technology offers the means and mechanism of inquiry-based learning by
providing a collaborative working space for promoting 21st century effectiveness (Istance
& Kool, 2013). In fact, the LMS provides opportunities of metacognition, where the
learner actively constructs knowledge and can control the feedback and acquisition
process (Kruger et al., 2015). The LMS stores all students’ activities and interactions in
files and databases at a very low-level of granularity (Zaiane, 2016). Relation between
frequency of access to LMS assessments and student performance might therefore be
utilized to evaluate student learning and achievement (Barkand, 2017).
LMS have multiple functionalities that include customizable assessments and
tracking of student progress. One of the benefits of using the LMS is access to student
performance data that might impact pedagogical practice through LA that analyzes and
acts on the data to optimize learning (Chen, 2017; Reyes, 2015). In other words, faculty
can act on the data to provide meaningful and timely interventions to enrich the student
learning experience (Reyes, 2015). Also, better standardization of assessments could
improve student engagement and help establish learner competency levels (Avella et. al.,
2016). Learning management systems are evolving over time and increasingly using
different learning formats with their system (Borboa et al., 2014, as cited in Duygu et al.,
2018). There is a significant body of research on the effectiveness of such platforms and
tools on both teaching and learning and the assessment process (Deeley, 2018; Firat,
2016; Mbuva, 2015; You, 2016).
LMS and Student Outcomes Assessment. Successful course design and delivery
relies on aligning course contents and student assessment with course and program
outcomes (Shanableh, 2014). This is supported by the National Institute of Learning
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Outcomes Assessment (NILOA) report on the phenomenon of “closing the loop” which
states that assessment data should be used to enhance student learning (Jankowski, 2014).
Closing the loop is a process that involves implementing changes based on assessment
results with the expectation that these changes will lead to an improvement in student
learning (Mbove, 2015; Schoepp & Benson, 2016). Most assessment literature, according
to NILOA’s (2014) report, states that the reason or purpose of engaging with assessment
in the first place is to use the results to improve student learning (Banta, 2007; Blaich &
Wise, 2018; Ewell, 2010; Suskie, 2009; Jankowski, 2014). In her report, Jankowski
(2014) points out the need to map course outcomes to program and state goals and
specific assessments and tasks using a backward-design model. The author emphasizes
the need to collect evidence of student learning and both collectively and critically
analyze the data to reflect on how they can lead to better outcomes (Jankowski, 2014).
The report also emphasizes the need for evidence-based storytelling where students’
perspectives need to be considered and the data on assessment need to be collected at
multiple points and analyzed according to themes in order to make meaning from it
(Jankowski, 2014).
Similar to Jankowski’s (2014) backward design model, many learning
management systems like Canvas have an in-built outcomes tool that enables instructors
to design courses with the end-result in mind and that can help determine assessment
evidence and learning activities (John, 2014). The LMS provides a unique opportunity for
evaluating student learning due to storage of student data related to interaction with
online material and student grades. Studies show that there is a direct relationship
between students’ activities in online forums and the grades they receive (Balderas,
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Valentin, Ortega-Gomez, Dodero, & Burgos, 2018). In short, assessment data on a LMS
can boost student-learning outcomes. Though challenging, effective closing of the loop
needs to be a collaborative process in which faculty members use data on student learning
to drive programmatic improvements (Schoepp & Benson, 2016). Also, in an article by
Hernández-García, García-Peñalvo, Fidalgo-Blanco, Sein-Echaluce and Conde, Á. (2018)
the authors discuss teamwork assessment using the learning management system and how
technological software allows recording of collaborative activity through data logging
and how learning analytics can be applied to interpret the log data and draw conclusions
on student performance and achievement of outcomes via the system.
LMS and Student Engagement. Engaging stakeholders is a key principle in
effective assessment (Banta, Jones, & Black, 2012). Student engagement, which is the
key to student success, can be assessed more readily through data available from an
LMS-supported flipped classroom (Wang, 2017). In Wang’s article on learning
engagement in the flipped classroom where students take control over their learning
through an online medium, he demonstrates how engagement in problem-solving
activities can promote achievement by giving rise to online behavior engagement and
social interaction. Wang’s study focuses on design of attractive and progressive problemsolving activities with the help of the learning management system that centers on selfassessment and self-reflection that in turn helps trigger active engagement in other online
learning activities. Students will engage with online tools if it has a connection to the
course learning objectives and can possibly boost assessment outcomes (Boyle, 2013).
This is similar to Jankowski’s (2014) report, which emphasizes the need to collect
evidence from the student-perspective. Similar to the article by Hernandez-Garcia et. al.,
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(2018), Wang’s (2017) study also focuses on analysis of log data through the online tools
to predict behavioral engagement and self-regulated learning. Interactivity, student
satisfaction and student engagement are all factors to predict improvement in learning
outcomes (Oluwajana, Nat, & Fadiya, 2019). Overall, pedagogy and assessment has been
transformed in the online teaching platform of the LMS through effective use of
educational technological tools (Mbuva, 2015).
LMS and Student Evaluation. The flexibility of e-assessment systems provides
accommodation for the evaluation of different types of learners’ styles in assessments
(Hajjej, Hlaoui, & Ayed, 2015). In a LMS based e-assessment, assessment can take four
forms mainly: teachers’ assessment, self-assessment, peer-assessment and collaborative
assessment. Learning management systems are a big force in the evaluation process
(Avella et. al., 2016). However, for the evaluation to function appropriately, data must be
collected and delivered in a timely and accurate manner (Picciano, 2014). LMS have
made the assessment process less time-consuming by automating tasks like grading,
question randomization, and the iterative cycle of re-testing for mastery (Kruger, Inman
& Ding, et al., 2016).
E-assessment tools allow for early predicting of student progress and providing
needed interventions for success. LMSs can provide a wide range of predictors and
indicators that have the potential to inform different types of decisions (Zacharis, 2015).
Nguyen (2017), created a model of assessment centered on blended learning and tested it
in two hundred courses over five years. His findings confirmed that formative assessment
evaluation is more efficient when supported by technology such as LMS. This is similar
to a study by Stoddart (2015) to determine the educational goals of technology like the

46

learning managements systems and how they relate to improving teaching and learning
practice. A project was designed to help students using a team-based approach on a
RASE model – resources, activities, support and evaluation. The study concluded that
through identification and utilization of certain inflection points, small investments in
educational technology could lead to measurable change that improves teaching and
learning strategy. Similar to Hernandez et al. (2018), the study indicates there are certain
indicators to predict early intervention strategies and provide feedback for students. The
results showed that the LMS can provide affordances of effective course design and
delivery that impacts teaching and learning (Stoddart, 2015). Through data collected by
the learning management system, instructors can see student interaction with course, total
engagement, pace, and grades. These components serve as predictors of students’
potential success or failure and can be reviewed for timely intervention and feedback to
students (Avella et. al., 2016).
LMS and Feedback. LMS e-assessment tools have made the feedback process
faster and provide students an opportunity to improve on their mistakes (Jiao, 2015). The
quality of a good feedback for any assessment depends on the following factors: quantity
and timing of feedback, quality of feedback and student response to feedback. As a
crucial component of classroom assessment, feedback provides information about
students’ learning, performance, knowledge, or understanding and is one of the most
powerful sources of influence on student learning and achievement (Hattie 1999 as cited
in Hattie and Timperley, 2007). While the traditional summative approach to assessing
students learning, provide feedback on learning progress, access to this information is at a
stage in the course when minimal intervention and support is possible. On the other hand,
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formative and process-oriented feedback enables students to close the gap between
current and desired performance (Lee, 2017). Feedback that relates to learning goals
provides incentives and cues to help students improve learning, and instructional
feedback that is technology enhanced is found to be particularly powerful since it’s less
time-consuming and foster’s learner’s autonomy (Lee, 2017). Feedback comments are
often narrowly focused on specific content and cannot be applied to the development of
key skills and help students make connections in their learning (Williams and Smith,
2017). The authors point to the role that technology can play in facilitating the production
of thematic and transferable feedback, both during the marking process (such as through
the insertion of pre-defined comments or ‘Quick Marks’) and by helping to identify
trends across submissions in order to provide more targeted feedback (Williams and
Smith, 2017). Data on student online activity in an LMS can provide an early indication
of student performance (Macfayden & Dawson, 2010). Institutions and faculty can
analyze LMS data to develop “early warning” reporting tools to flag at risk students and
allow instructors to develop early intervention strategies (Campbell & 2007).
LMS e-Assessment Tools
Test and Quiz Tool. The LMS provides several e-assessment tools (Hajjej, Hlaoui,
& Ayed, 2015). There are many assessments that can be built directly into a learning
management system like Canvas such as tests and quizzes. Quiz-taking behavior may
have crucial consequences for student evaluation (Juhanak, Zounek, & Rohlikova, 2019).
For instance, the quiz feature allows faculty to design questions and incorporate a number
of traditional question types while setting the various parameters for taking the quiz,
which can be both graded or for practice. Quizzes can also take the form of surveys and
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while the former assesses students’ content knowledge, the latter collects information
from students (Ryan, 2014). There are also question banks on Canvas that allows faculty
to create multiple questions for different courses that they can upload directly into a quiz
(Juhanak, Zounek, & Rohlikova, 2019). The LMS quiz tool allows random selection of
questions from the test back that avoids repetition and provides instant feedback to
students through automatic scoring (Turner, 2015).
Rubrics and Outcomes Tool. Apart from tests and quizzes, Canvas also has rubrics
and outcomes feature that enable one to clarify and standardize expectations while
personalizing and specifying feedback for each student in a course (Ryan, 2014). As a
learning tool, outcomes and rubrics enable students’ to think differently about how to
complete assignments and improve their overall performance (Ryan, 2014). Rubrics are
tools that are particularly useful in assessing criteria that is subjective and complex such
as in writing samples. Rubrics can help clarify and objectify these criteria (Custer, 1995).
A rubric describes levels of achievement for stated objectives or standards of
performance from beginning, developing, to mastery (Turner, 2015). They are used to not
only grade student papers but also to provide appropriate feedback for student
performance on their level of achievement (Turner, 2015). The outcomes tool help
faculty to create, manage and utilize assessment outcomes that are a documentation of the
learning goals and can be used to create rubrics of assessment (Ryan, 2014).
Learning Mastery Gradebook Tool. The Canvas LMG feature is another tool that
enables performance monitoring and feedback seeking associated with self-regulated
learning practices (Geddes, 2009). Any outcomes and rubrics used with assignments are
reflected in the gradebook and student performance on these outcomes can be exported
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through the outcomes report. It helps instructors and admins assess the outcome standards
being used in Canvas courses and helps measure student learning and assess their needs
(Canvas Community Documents Page, 2019). The gradebook allow instructors to
regularly post class assignment grades throughout the semester and provides students
continuous and unimpeded access to individual and comparison classroom performance
assessment information (Geddes, 2009). It enables students a certain amount of control
over the learning environment through performance feedback offered via the gradebook.
Briefly, along with other strategies, the Canvas gradebook tool promotes critical
reflection on student actions that are needed for required outcomes (Gedded, 2009).
Learning Analytics Tool. The Canvas Learning Analytics (LA) feature is another
tool that help foster students’ skills in managing, monitoring and reflecting on their own
learning. This tool has been replaced by the New Analytics tool in 2019 (Canvas
Community Documents Page, 2019). LA, or New Analytics is a Canvas assessment tool
that provides information for data-driven decision-making (Mattingly et al., 2012).
Analytics is the use of intelligent data, learner-produced data, and analysis models to
discover information and social connections and to predict and advise on learning
(Balderas et al., 2018). The LA report can generate data to support and gain insight on
students’ learning activities (Schumacher & Ifenthaler, 2018). I describe it separately in a
section on LA below.
LMS and Learning Analytics. Data-driven decision making as the basis for
accountability and standardization is the focus of educational policy, nation-wide. In fact,
a prime reason for depending on the learning management system, like Canvas, for
assessment, is the ease of access to data to inform practice (Schumacher & Ifenthaler,
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2018). One of the benefits of using the LMS is access to student performance data that
might impact pedagogical practice through LA that analyzes and acts on the data to
optimize learning (Chen, 2017; Reyes, 2015). In other words, faculty can act on the data
to provide meaningful and timely interventions to enrich the student learning experience
(Reyes, 2015). LA provide instructors with the tools to improve educational outcomes
through the analysis of data about how students are interacting with the online
environment in matters of page view, participation, or submission of assignments
(Canvas Community Documents Page, 2019).
LA is an educational application of web analytics aimed at learner profiling, a process
of gathering and analyzing details of individual student interactions in online learning
activities (Mattingly, Rice, & Berge, 2012; NMC Horizon Report, 2016). A study that
deals with educational-research and IT supported learning processes is done by Conde
and Hernandez-Garcia (2015) that talk about LA as an emergent field, which attempts to
make sense of the data gathered regarding learning-processes and learning agents into
actionable information. This involves the measurement, collection, analysis and reporting
of data about learners and their contexts to understand and optimize learning (Long &
Siemens, 2011 as cited in Conde & Hernandez-Garcia (2015). In short, the ultimate aim
of LA is to enable data-driven educational decision-making at all educational levels (Van
Barneveld et al., 2012 as cited in Conde & Hernandez-Garcia, 2015; West and Heath,
2016; Zacharis, 2015). LA can also reveal behavior associated with low academic
performance, such as logging in the LMS without participating in activities (West &
Heath, 2016). West and Heath (2016) emphasize that certain indicators might be useful to
predict early need for intervention and provide feedback to students and instructors both.
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LA involves the analysis and prediction of student performance to allow timely
interventions based on their profiles. It enables instructors to identify at-risk students,
tailor educational opportunities according to student abilities and needs, and provide
more targeted feedback (Lu et al., 2018; Avella, Kabritchi, Nunn, & Kanai, Therese,
2016; Zacharis, 2015). Successful implementation of learning analytics allow faculty to
see what is working and integrate the tools into their practice (Greg, Wilson & Parrish,
2018). It can help learners and educators make constructive decisions and perform their
task more effectively (Scheffel et al., 2014). LA works best when it is actually suggests
different courses of action depending on the flow of evidence from learners in a given
context. With access to rightly processed data, teaching can become a repeated
conversation between teachers, learners and what learners can actually decide and do,
grounded in evidence (Niemi, Pea, & Saxberg, 2018). Implementing learning analytics
allow institutions to proactively monitor and understand their learners and barriers to
student learning and provide evidence of accountability (Arroway et al., 2016). In order
to extract and analyze the information stored on the data sets, data mining techniques
need to be applied in educational settings (Zaiane, 2016). Big data and text mining are
processes designed to enable institutions and educators to determine student learning
outcomes and how to improve student performance and learning in academic coursework
(Bhardwaj & Pal, 2011). The expectation is that LA will transform teaching and learning
in the near future, allow for more accurate measurement of student learning and increase
graduation and retention rates although there are challenges as discussed below (Reyes,
2015).
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Though LA as a field for collection and processing of assessment data is expanding,
still there is very little awareness and participation among academics in the use of
learning analytics and its intended usefulness (West & Heath, 2016). Higher education
institutions that analyze and create new interventions and actions based on data analytics
in their context may enhance their institutional effectiveness (Gibson & Ifenthaler, 2017).
However, studies have shown that educators lack adequate learning opportunities
surrounding data use (Reeves & Chiang, 2018). Teacher beliefs, attitude and anxiety are
three important factors influencing successful integration of new technology in the
classroom (Chiu & Churchill, 2015; Venkatesh, 2000). Although using the LMS in
teaching is relatively common in many institutions of higher education, faculty are not
experienced enough in how to use the data being collected or how students engage in
online learning activities (Juhaňák, Zounek, & Rohlíková, 2019). Major challenges to
embed LA in institutional practice include data-quality concerns, system-integration
difficulties, lack of support of key leadership, and resistance from faculty. West and
Heath (2016) also emphasize that learning analytics initiatives involve collaboration
among people with different expertise. Apart from faculty and administrators, an
institution requires a mature data governance system, IT systems and infrastructure
support, and appropriate analytics staffing to support successful implementation of LA
(Arroway, Morgan, Keefe, & Yanosky, 2016). Further, LA outcomes are difficult to
assess due to the time lag involved in measuring the results of analytics-triggered
interventions (Arroway et al., 2016). Intervention and reflection are critical to student
retention; absolutely, more training and support are needed institution-wide for effective
implementation of LA (West & Heath, 2016).
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LMS and Faculty Use
LMS Assessment Tools and Faculty Training. Recent research indicates that many
faculty use the LMS mainly for course management and communication and not for
assessment or collaboration that allows student-centered learning (Dlasisa, 2017). There
is little evidence of institutions where educators engage regularly in thinking critically
about the relationship between instructional practices and student outcomes (Confry &
Makar, 2005). According to Mandinach, Honey and Light (2006) although there is a wide
awareness that technology-based tools can facilitate, support, and enable decisions across
stakeholders’, the practice of applying this data to the classroom practice is non-existent.
There is little requirement for educators to gain data literacy skills (Mandinach &
Jackson, 2012). While faculty at post-secondary institutions have systems in place to
extract vast amount of student data, unfortunately, they are unfamiliar with analyzing
data sets of this magnitude and complexity to inform their decisions (Sivanand & Frank,
2017). Although extraction of data from the LMS is easy, finding meaningful behavior
patterns and relationships that inform effective learning is a time-consuming task
(Salisbury, 2018; Zacharis, 2015). Although faculty need to use multiple data sources and
engage in triangulation of data to diagnose their students’ needs, however, the process of
analyzing and systematizing these data sources are not clear. Data stored in a LMS
database need to be transformed into information before it is analyzed and further
converted into actionable-knowledge, which for a non-trained faculty might prove both
tedious and challenging (Mandinach & Gummer, 2013; Zacharis, 2015).
Although educators and administrators need some amount of assessment literacy,
they are not gaining enough training in testing and measurement (Popham, 1999; Webb
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2002). Research shows that faculty who attend LMS training workshops exhibit higher
LMS activity level compared to those that do not in terms of grading and use of the
assessment tool (Chow, Tse & Armatas, 2018). However, the research on data systems
and tools to support instructional decision-making is relatively new. There is not enough
training for teachers to transform data into useable practice. The availability of
technology is not enough to make it useful. There is a need for evidence of purposeful
use of the technology based on careful course design and aligned with the content and
pedagogical approach of the instructor (Fowler & Sparrow, 2011 as cited in Trentin,
2013; Wankel & Blessinger, 2013). Studies have found how factors like computer
anxiety, personal innovativeness, system quality, information quality, management
support, incentives policy and training are key to instructors’ satisfaction and intention to
continuously use LMS in blended learning (Al-Busaidi & Al-Shihi, 2012). Also, with
institutions employing more part-time faculty with economic downturn, caution must be
taken to ensure that the quality of instruction and assessment of learning does not
decrease. Overall, clear messages on the effectiveness of assessment as well as welldesigned faculty training to provide needed information and guidance on how to ensure
effective pedagogy and learner-centered assessment may be required (Webber, 2012).
LMS and Instructional Design. To facilitate deep learning, the design of the online
learning environment requires a shift in focus from content-delivery to a task-based
instructional approach with opportunities for reflection and collaboration (Salter,
Richards & Carey, 2004). However, the benefits gained from these new technologies
depend on the extent to which they are used in ways compatible with human cognitive
learning processes and based on research-based principles of instructional design (Clark
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& Mayer, 2016). The ability of the LMS e-tools to engage students depends primarily on
the instructor’s teaching style, pedagogical approach, ability to design appropriate tasks
and assessment procedure (Salisbury, 2018; Zanjani, Edwards, Nykvist, & Giva, 2016).
Benefits from innovative use of technology, is only obtained when instructors design
learning environments that are consistent with how people learn (Clark & Mayer, 2016).
If carefully designed, an LMS provides a learner-centered approach where the role of the
instructor is flipped from “sage on the stage to guide on the side” (Bernauer & Fuller,
2017; Dsalisa, 2017; Laborda, 2014). Instructors need to design courses introducing tasks
that address course learning objectives and that help to overcome instructional
challenges. In this way, the potential of an LMS to add value as a broader reference
support system will be realized (Salter, Richards & Carey, 2004). In order to ensure the
success of learning, the learning behavior control in the E-learning environment should
be carried out, that is, the learning monitoring, the planning, checking, evaluation,
feedback, control and adjustment of the learner’s learning activities (Qian, 2018). The
overall design of a blended learning course and the different online activities that support
different aspects of the learning circle, such as individual assessment and online quizzes
can guide the choice of the appropriate variables and the data analysis (Zacharis, 2015).
Although, some variables on the LMS are useful predictors of student achievement in
an LMS-supported course, the predictive utility of many variables is dependent upon
course site design and pedagogical goals (Macfayden & Dawson, 2010). Well-designed
courses that meet intended learning outcomes are believed to be a good predictor for
learners to do well in courses offered through e-learning technologies. LMS with quality
courses will enable students to improve in the course learning outcomes and obtain better
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grades. Also, such blended-learning courses will enable learners to continue to use the
system and gain satisfaction (Mtebe & Roope, 2014). Unless the evidence from an
assessment is well aligned with the purposes for which it will be used, the assessment
will have little value for its end users. For assessment to support learning it must be
designed so that the claim of the assessment must support instructional decisions
(Almond as cited in Shute & Becker, 2010). There needs to be alignment among learning
goals, assessment strategies to create a well-designed student-centered learning course
using the LMS (Rubin, 2013).
There are many limitations currently in the e-assessment system both in design and
implementation that prevents it from positively and successfully improving the learning
of students. The adoption of e-assessment systems in higher education is still slow with
more awareness needed among stakeholders as to its contribution to student success.
Faculty members are not comfortable analyzing data (Coe, Nunley, Kier, & Luan, 2019).
More faculty training is also needed and more examples of effective e-assessment
practices (McCain, 2010). There needs to be more collaborative action research to
investigate effective ways to implement e-learning-oriented e-assessment so that it
becomes a tool for deep learning rather than just assignment preparation (RodriguezGomez et al., 2016). For instance, faculty need more training on how to encourage
students to take action on the feedback provided by the e-assessment system for the
feedback to be effective (Jiao, 2015). Overall, such an e-assessment system for deep
learning, need to be embedded in the policies and practices of the institution in order to
change the culture of assessment (McCain, 2010).

57

Conceptual Frameworks
The following conceptual models provide the framework and lens to understand
this study, which aims to increase faculty use of CAT for student outcomes assessment,
in Eng 101 classes using a blended model (see Figure 1). Some of these conceptual
models like technology-acceptance model and the unified theory of technology
acceptance and use account for the factors underlying faculty willingness to use such
tools. Others like the blended learning model and the framework for 21st century learning
help to understand how in carefully designed blended classrooms LMS assessment tools
can help faculty target new age learning and data-driven decision-making (Carless,
Joughin & Mok, 2006). Taken together, these learning theories help understand the
conditions needed for increased and sustained use of the LMS assessment tools to inform
faculty practice in blended classrooms.
Blended e-Learning Models
Researchers have recognized the potential for transforming the learning
experience when combining the benefits of a traditional face-to-face instruction with
those offered by technology and communications media (Simonova, 2018). Such an
experience is possible in the blended learning environment as proposed by Graham
(2006) that is built on three main attractions: improved learning, ease of access and
convenience and finally cost effectiveness. According to Clark and Mayer (2016), a
blended learning course may include text readings, on-the-job projects, asynchronous
online pre-work assignments, in-person classroom session followed by virtual classroom
discussions, and/or discussion boards. In fact, the U.S. Department of Education reports a
significant learning advantage to blended courses compared to either pure classroom-
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based or pure online learning (Clark & Mayer, 2016). The best-blended courses
effectively use the affordances of the two environments –traditional and online. A
blended teaching model shifts instructors’ focus away from more traditional curricular
and administrative tasks in the direction of working with data and providing more
individualized support to students (Zacharis, 2015). Assessment in a blended learning
course can target higher thinking skills through collaborative tasks and interactive
feedback (Graham, 2006). Such a conceptual framework and model justify the
widespread implementation of learning management systems in higher education classes
and serves to emphasize the need for better design of such courses so that the teaching
and learning experience is transformed.
E-learning refers to learning and teaching activities mainly through the Internet
(Yiqun, 2018). It makes full use of the learning environment provided by modern
information technology with new communication mechanisms and rich resources thus
fundamentally changing the structure of teaching and the nature of education (Yiqun,
2018). Blended E-learning where face-to-face interaction is combined with online
learning is growing at an unprecedented rate in the American higher education system. It
is mainly offered in educational institutions through learning management systems
(LMS) and has been proven to increase the effectiveness and efficiency of both teaching
and learning (Graham, 2006). Blended learning instructors tend to benefit from both
approaches (Miller, 2017). It enables students to attain higher learning performance
through well-defined interactive strategies involving online and traditional learning
activities (Lu et al., 2016).
However, for E-Learning and the LMS to be successful, especially in a blended
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environment, it must be rooted in pedagogical practices and assessment is among the five
most important parameters for making E-Learning implementation successful (Kruger,
2015). Skillfully implemented E-learning models that involve course flexibility, quality
of course, usefulness, ease of use, and diversity in assessments are critical factors that
contribute to learners’ satisfaction and success (Sun, Tsai, Finger, Chen, & Yeh, 2008).
Other studies too have concluded that blended learning designs capitalize on the
technology as well as its interaction with the implementation, context and learner
characteristics (Nortvig, Petersen, & Balle, 2018; Ryan et al., 2016). If carefully
designed, they allow pedagogical richness, access to knowledge, social interaction,
personal agency, cost effectiveness and ease of revision (Osguthorpe & Graham, 2003).
Since most blended learning courses today combine in-class activities with the
support of an LMS, teachers can easily track student activity by processing the digital
trail left in the system’s log file by each digital interaction (Zacharis, 2015). The central
purpose of blended learning is to allow faculty to change the way they use class time to
improve student learning (Osguthorpe & Graham, 2003). In fact, blended learning offers
flexibility to both students and instructors by allowing more learning to take place and
specific learning activities dependent on technology; they enable individualized
instruction and self-paced learning as well as enable instructors and students an
opportunity to develop their skills in using latest devices and applications (Simonova,
2018). The blended learning model provides students with a channel to make interactions
with social media, pre-writing materials, peers’ draft and teacher’s feedback. Online
course platform creates a network-learning environment and students are enabled to
finish online activities by themselves at a self-pace while face-to-face learning enables
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them to clarify their problems with the class and benefit from classroom instruction and
discussion (Vo, Zhu, & Diep, 2017).
Constructivism and Blended Learning. Constructivism is a theory that is
predominant in the literature surrounding blended learning and student achievement
(Miller, 2017). Koohang (2012) came up with a model of blended learning based on the
theoretical foundation of constructivism, which involves active learning. The model
consists of three stages: underpinning, ownership, and engaging and focuses on how
knowledge in e-learning is constructed actively by the learner as center and instructor as
facilitator. Instructional design based on constructivism is learner-focused (McLeod,
2003). Koohang (2012) advances the reasoning that in a well-designed blended
environment students can engage in complex thinking and higher levels of knowledge
construction.
According to constructivist theory, students are creators of their own knowledge
and need to be given opportunities to ask questions, explore and assess what they already
know (Krahenbuhl, 2016). Such active, collaborative and higher order learning is
possible only if the instructor is actively engaged in delivery and designs the course for
such knowledge construction (Koohang, 2012; Koohang, Paliszkiewicz, Goluchowski, &
Nord, 2016). In this teaching process, the instructor plays a greater role in the
organization, interpretation, and transformation of information resources (Qian, 2018).
According to a social-constructivist framework, learning is socially and culturally
constructed, with learners shouldering the responsibility of learning and the teacher
playing the role of the facilitator (Shepard, 2000 as cited in Lee, 2017).
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Flipped Classroom and Blended Learning. Student-centered instructional
models such as the flipped classroom are grounded in constructivist learning theory (Xu
& Shi, 2018). Flipped teaching is a form of blending, which involves new content
accessed online, including using video, supported by face-to-face reinforcement activities
(Laborda, 2014). According to Bernauer and Fuller (2017) assessment is critical in a
flipped classroom environment where desired student outcomes are at the higher levels of
Bloom’s Taxonomy. Such integrated assessment is a powerful tool guiding teaching and
learning, leads to a student-centered approach and leads to higher levels of thinking
(Bernauer & Fuller, 2017). Gonzales-Gomez et al.,’s study (2016) also shows how the
flipped classroom in blended learning models result in higher grades than traditional faceto-face classrooms. This model of learning definitely provides a lens to understand how
CAT in blended English 101 courses can inform faculty practice. Through self-paced
exercises, interactive videos and lectures, self-graded surveys and quizzes, they allow all
the stages and elements of active knowledge construction and lead to student-centered
learning and engagement.
Framework for 21st Century Learning
This is a predominant learning framework that follows a constructivist approach
(Miller, 2017). Student-centered learning is emphasized as a requirement for 21st century
learning (Abas, 2015). Success in the technology-driven modern world increasingly
depends on new competencies, requiring new methods for their accurate measurement
(Shute & Becker, 2010). The 21st century skills according to the National Education
Association (2012) include the following skills: Critical thinking and problem solving,
Communication, Collaboration, Creativity and Innovation. By infusing technology into
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the educational curriculum, educators tend to provide more meaningful experience to
their students, which in turn should enhance their learning. This learning theory proposes
that educators develop reading, writing and mathematic skills through the use of
technology to prepare students for college or careers (Miller, 2017). Emphasis on
collaborative activity in the workplace is also a skill highlighted in the 21st century
learning framework. Authentic assessments are the foundation of a 21st century
education. They are tied to an increased focus on core professional competencies
(Gardner & Moore, 2014; Griffin, Care & Kim, 2018). To be effective, sustainable and
affordable, assessments must use modern technologies to increase efficiency and
timeliness (Partnership for 21st Century Skills, 2006 as cited in Bellanca & Brandt, 2010).
Bellanca and Brandt (2010) also mention 21st century skill assessments like analytical
writing tasks that evaluate students ability to articulate complex ideas, examine claims
and evidence, support ideas with relevant reasons and examples, sustain a coherent
discussion, and use standard written English.
Although the framework for 21st Century Learning was created for K-12
educational settings, it can also be applied to higher education institutions since twentyfirst-century and higher learning skills such as critical thinking are highly desired for
college graduates entering the current workforce (Nicolaescu, 2016; Roohr, OliveraAguiler, Ling, & Rikoon, 2019). Facing mounting accountability demands, institutions
are increasing their efforts to collect and report data on the student educational
experience to assure quality and provide evidence prepared to live, work in, and adapt to
a changing, global environment (Jankowski, 2012). Also, the framework for 21st century
learning stresses on the importance of technology to enhance learning that also applies to
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higher education with its increased pressure to serve the needs of a changing student
demographic (Technology and the Future of Higher Education, 2019). In fact, the overall
changes in higher education are being fueled by the demands of the 21st century economy
and preparing students better for the digital landscape (Johnson et al., 2016).
Technology-Acceptance Model
One of the well-known models related to technology and its use in e-learning and
blended learning is the technology acceptance model (TAM) proposed by Davis (1986).
TAM can be used to discover the opinions and behaviors of the users about their
preference in information technology usage and to explain the determinants of
technology usage (Buchanan, Sainter, & Saunders, 2013; Thanyatorn & Pallop, 2017). It
is a model that helps explain how Perceived Usefulness and Perceived Ease of Use
(PEOU) influence how a user accepts or rejects technology. Perceived Usefulness is
referred to the degree of believing of a certain innovation that is effective and well
performed, which may lead to the improvement in job performance (Thanyatorn &
Pallop, 2017). Perceived Ease of Use is a secondary source and a major factor of
encouragement in TAM. PEOU is known as the level the users believe in the
convenience of specific system usage (Thanyatorn & Pallop, 2017). The TAM also
consists of other variables understood to affect technology adoption; attitude and
behavioral intention to use (Thanyatorn & Panita, 2015). According to the TAM, attitude
is the association between usefulness and ease of use of a system. The intention to adopt
a prospective technology is influenced by the users’ overall attitudes towards using
technology. TAM also proposes that external variables affect intention and actual use

64

through mediated effects on perceived usefulness and perceived ease of use (Davis,
1986).
This model can be used to understand the limitations in faculties’ use of Canvas
features such as the assessment tools, for their optimal benefit. It also sheds light on the
need for practitioners to find better ways to integrate the technology that does not demand
excessive cognitive challenges and find evidence of effectiveness wherein such smooth
integration supports and enriches their practice and leads to student success (Dlalisa,
2017). Baia (2009) in his work on instructional technology also observes that university
professors are concerned about effective teaching. Admittedly, if they can be convinced
that the technology is critical for this process, they can be more motivated to integrate it
into their teaching. An individual’s ability to learn to use new technology is positively
affected by his or her general self-efficacy, computer self-efficacy, general anxiety,
computer anxiety, and his or her active involvement in the learning process (Hsu, Wang
& Chiu, 2009). In fact, computer self-efficacy has a positive effect on perceived ease of
use of the e-learning system (Roca, Chiu, & Martinez, 2006). This is the confidence
demonstrated by individuals in making the right choice of action leading to the maximum
benefit from the use of computer resources (Yussoff, 2009).
The Unified Theory of Acceptance and Technology (UTAUT)
The UTAUT is a technology acceptance model that focuses on user acceptance of
information technology and aims to explain user intentions to use an information system
and subsequent usage behavior. It holds that there are four key constructs: 1) performance
expectancy, 2) effort expectancy, 3) social influence, and 4) facilitating conditions and
four moderators (age, gender, experience, and voluntariness) related to predicting
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behavioral intention to use a technology and actual technology use in organizational
contexts (Venkatesh, Morris, Davis, & Davis, 2003). These facilitating conditions are
argued to have a direct influence on user behavior bypassing behavioral intention
(Buchanan, Sainter, & Saunders, 2013). According to UTAUT, the more an individual
favors the use of an LMS tool for actual learning, the more frequently they will use it
(Venkatesh et al., 2003). The UTAUT model has been demonstrated to be 70% accurate
at predicting user acceptance of information technology innovations (Moran, Hawkes, &
El Gayar, 2010). This theory along with TAM suggest that use of learning technologies
by higher education faculty is determined by both individual and contextual factors
(Buchanan, Sainter, & Saunders, 2013). Again, this theory can serve as a guide to
determine the factors influencing faculty acceptance and rejection of LMS assessment
tools for their practice.
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Figure 1
Conceptual Framework of Action-Intervention Plan to Increase Faculty use of LMS
Assessment Tools in Blended Eng 101 classes

Implications
Although assessment-related technologies can be supportive of assessment efforts
to align curriculum and document student learning, integration of data across platforms
and meaningful implementation of technology solutions is an area in need of
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development (Jankowski, 2018). Clearly, a lot of work needs to be performed before the
LMS can adequately meet assessment needs (Board on Testing and Assessment, 2002).
Although existing literature discusses the role of different Learning Management System
in e-learning and the multiple tools they offer for feedback, there is hardly enough
research on how a particular LMS like Canvas can support faculty practice (Torrisi-Steele
& Drew, 2013), especially in matters of assessment. For example, can it enable faculty
teaching a general education course like English Composition to accurately collect data
on student learning of objectives and reflect on the data to make meaningful changes in
their pedagogy and practice? In fact, there is little research done on the strategies for
institutional adoption and implementation of blended learning among faculty (Porter &
Graham, 2016). Furthermore, among institutions that have adapted the LMS, faculty use
of LMS tools to assess student learning or build community is limited (Al-Busaidi & AlShihi, 2012).
Internet self-efficacy is significantly related to technology adoption by faculty for
which there needs to be more training of faculty to increase their perceived ease of use
and perceived behavioral control (Buchanan, Sainter, & Saunters, 2013). Porter and
Graham (2016) also observed that the availability of significant infrastructure,
technological support, pedagogical support, evaluation data, and an institution’s purpose
for adopting blended learning would most significantly influence faculty adoption.
Overall, there exists a big gap in the literature regarding the support and training
available to faculty who are required to integrate their institutional learning management
system into their instructional practice and assessment methods (West & Heath, 2016).
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Contribution
Assessments are considered a potent managing tool in learning and education.
They are one of the elements that can have a significant influence on learning outcomes,
and for that reason need to be carefully developed and institutionalized according to
course learning targets. Having an effective way of assessing students will result in
effective learning (Alhasmi, Zafar, & Al- Hammadi, 2015). Use of technology to create
meaningful instructional and assessment tools is rapidly evolving in higher education.
However, while there are many useful tools on the LMS that can support assessment
activities, there are inadequate models and examples of how these tools can support
specific assessment purposes across disciplines (Alhasmi, Zafar, & Al-Hammadi, 2015).
Overall, the above studies in various ways pointed out that learning management systems,
like Canvas can provide an effective platform to assess students using different tools and
discussed ways to analyze the log data to make meaning of the evidence and predict
problems early on. Although, the studies reviewed emphasize the need for data-driven
decision-making, the actual use of assessment data to inform faculty teaching practice
and learning strategies is nowhere made clear.
Most of these studies are all limited in sample size and based on specific
specialized courses and programs at four-year institutions mostly in the stem fields. The
perspective of humanities-based representatives like composition faculty in a community
college setting is very limited in the literature (Roberson, 2016). Therefore, it would
benefit to explore faculty adaptation of well-designed assessment tasks linked clearly to
course and program outcomes through LMS assessment tools in a basic, general
education course like English Composition. Typically, the use of the LMS has been
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studied in context of online classes. The use of LMS in traditional or blended classes is a
relatively recent phenomenon. Also, the above studies do not really shed much light on
the intervention activities and feedback strategies that might be embedded at strategic
points to promote student achievement of outcomes. A study based on empirical actionresearch where changes are implemented based on the assessment data can really prove
significant.
This study aims to shed light on the factors that could contribute to increased use
of LMS assessment tools in the assessment process of a blended English Composition
course. It proposes to bring about more collaboration among faculty teaching English
Composition in increased use of the LMS assessment tools for assessment of course
outcomes. It intends to provide faculty guidance on using the LMS assessment tools for
timely intervention and support of the students according to their needs, and to help
inform their practice on assessment. Even though this study is specific to a specific
course and division of a certain community college, the results may prove beneficial to
other disciplines and community colleges where faculty and administrators are attempting
to refine their assessment process.
Summary
Assessment is a necessary and integral part of the process of designing, delivering
and evaluating course and program outcomes to promote student success (Squires, 2016).
In this age of rapid technological progress, educators are challenged with a digitally
enriched learning environment that administrators are increasingly demanding them to
adopt (Nicolaescu, 2016). The above literature review provided a wealth of information
on what research has been done currently in this field of the new-age technology and its
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impact on educational assessment and learning. The literature points to the value of
learner-centered assessment in higher education and the experience with adoption by
many faculty of learner-centered assessment techniques in the new millennium to
measure and promote student learning (Webber, 2012). At the same time, the literature
points to the gap in institutional use of such practice.
Through the above review, an idea of different methods to study institutional use
of LMS was developed as well as different theoretical frameworks and models that could
justify how the present system can be improved. Even though the existing literature on
the LMS and its influence on teaching and learning are substantial, there are many
avenues yet to be explored, in both content and approach, as the above findings
demonstrate. Therefore, for this study I have decided to focus on a specific LMS, Canvas,
and its use in the assessment process of a particular course, Eng 101, at a given college,
in New Jersey. I would like to provide next the methodology of a MMAR study that
could hopefully not only increase the use of LMS assessment tools in a particular
discipline’s content area, but also generate change in assessment culture throughout the
institution and contribute further to the literature in this field.
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Chapter 3
Methodology
The climate in higher education with its emphasis on accountability and evidence
of student learning has demanded innovative pedagogical practice and assessment that
reflects progress and evidence of achievement based on outcomes (Eng, 2006; Lock,
Kim, Koh, & Wilcox, 2018). Assessment is increasingly seen as a tool to enhance student
learning and inform faculty practice (Houston & Thompson, 2017). Also, with the
worldwide demand to prepare students for 21st Century Skills, educational organizations
are increasingly depending on technology for innovative approaches to pedagogy and
assessment (Clarke-Midura & Dede, 2010; Mayrath, 2011). Blended learning that
combines traditional and electronic learning is fast becoming a favored approach to teach
students effectively and efficiently (Kruger, Inman, Ding et al., 2015). For instance, in
higher education, learning management systems (LMS) have become the norm to further
engage students through their e-learning tools (Salisbury, 2018; Zanjani, Edwards,
Nykvist, & Giva, 2016).
While higher education institutions have integrated the LMS with other
institutional infrastructure systems, encouraged faculty to use it and provided the
necessary user support and training, questions remain about whether the LMS tools and
platform are meeting faculty and student needs (Rhode, Richter, Gowen, & Wills, 2017).
Also, the use of LMS by faculty at an institution, irrespective of experience and
discipline, varies not only according to course modality of face-to-face versus online or
hybrid, but also within disciplines and also among faculty teaching the same course
(Rhode, Richter, Gowen, Miller, & Wills, 2017; Salisbury, 2018). Although through the
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LMS, assessment tools enable faculty an opportunity to archive student work, monitor
their progress, access their data and provide in-depth feedback, faculty are not using these
tools uniformly or productively and are divided in their usefulness (Penrod, 2005).
The above scenario had prompted this insider action research study involving a VFLC based on a researcher-as-practitioner model (Bensimon et al., 2004) that focuses on
the problem in a local context of a one community college. An inside action researcher is
an active intervener who learns actively while engaged in inquiry (Coghlan & Brannick,
2010). Such action research that is conducted by participants aiming to collectively
interrogate and improve their own practice is participatory in nature (Kemmis,
McTaggart, & Nixon, 2014). Using a practitioner-as-researcher model, a practitioner’s
own practice is the focus of research and a researcher practitioner’s insider perspective
informs the inquiry (Ivankova, 2015). Practitioners such as educators become research
facilitators and initiate the change action that involves community orientation, practical
focus, sustainability, participation and collaboration, reflection, and empowerment
(Ivankova, 2015). As a practitioner keen on bringing about change within her
organization through collective and systematic inquiry, I chose action research as the
methodology of this study.
Purpose of Study
The purpose of this mixed methods action research (MMAR) study was to
implement a plan to increase the use of Canvas assessment tools (CAT) among faculty
teaching Eng 101 in a blended format at a New Jersey Community College. The
inspiration of this study was generated by an acute interest to address a problem that
existed within my discipline at the community college I teach. This problem involved
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lack in faculty use of CAT, even though most Eng 101 courses were now offered in a
blended or online setting using the Canvas platform. This is a problem since the purpose
of adopting the Canvas LMS, college-wide, was to enable faculty to use the technology
for efficient and timely data-driven, decision-making and ensure accountability (West &
Heath, 2016). Also, in spite of the college offering professional development workshops
on technological pedagogy, the LMS tools were not widely adopted since strong data
connecting these efforts to improvement in teaching and learning was nowhere evident
(UCC Academic Master Plan, 2019-2024).
The Middle States Commission on Higher Education, as our college’s accrediting
body, lists “Educational Effectiveness Assessment” as a standard required for compliance
from higher educational institutes and requires documentation that outcomes are being
met and evidence that a “culture of assessment” exists at the college (UCC Learning
Outcomes Assessment Handbook, 2018; MSCHE, 2019). Subsequently, there has been a
big push, college-wide, from administration regarding mapping assessment to the
outcomes of different courses and programs. In the college’s academic master plan for
the next five years, one of the goals is for faculty to implement innovative strategies and
reevaluate their teaching methodology regularly to improve student-learning outcomes
(UCC Academic Master Plan, 2019-2024). The Learning Outcomes Assessment
Committee in its handbook encourages the use of Canvas for assessment of course
outcomes (UCC Learning Outcomes Assessment Handbook, 2018). There is an increase
in awareness, college-wide, regarding faculty use of assessment results. Also, there is an
attempt to generate division-wide conversation and shared planning regarding how these
results can be monitored over time and used to enhance student learning. Such a process
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is called “closing the loop” in assessment (Banta & Blaich, 2011).
A study’s design is grounded in the purpose behind the research problem and the
best way to address it. The purpose of inquiry using a practitioner-as-researcher model
was to bring about change at the individual, organizational, and societal levels (Bensimon
et al., 2004). Understanding the forces driving change that makes the study necessary or
desirable was key along with developing a collaborative relationship with relevant
stakeholders (Coghlan & Brannick, 2010). I intended to form a cohort-based, virtual
learning committee (V-FLC), with volunteers from Eng 101 faculty for this study design
(Cox, 2004). There is a strong connection between responsibility and accountability, so
by involving other educators in the research through a V- FLC allowed them to feel
ownership of the decision-making process (Dufour & Eaker, 1998). Also, developing a
community of practice around a topic through a V-FLC gave them pragmatic tools to use
and helped overcome resistance to change (Montfrans, Williams, & Bell-Huff, 2019).
This study involved a theory of change that hinges upon a definition of all the
conditions that would bring about a long-term outcome (Burke, 2014). This was a
planned change process with a clear goal and vision of the future and a roadmap for
reaching it (Coghlan & Brannick, 2010). Our aim was determining how faculty, currently
used CAT and what drove that use. Then collaborating with faculty to increase the
adoption of CAT to assess and intervene on student learning of outcomes. Assessment
efforts that are faculty-driven are more significant and depend on on-going professional
development and comprehensive faculty training (Coe, Nunley, Keir, & Luan, 2019).
This study explored whether faculty-led professional development based on
technology-acceptance models like TAM and UTAUT, along with learning frameworks
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like blended learning and 21st century learning, could lead to increase in use of the LMS
assessment tools. Our ultimate goal was to initiate change in our assessment culture of
English 101 through a blended model that was faculty-driven and collaborative. With this
in mind, action research seemed the best approach as our chosen methodology.
Action Research Framework
Sustained educational improvement is accomplished most successfully through
action research that engages teachers in advancing professional inquiry (Pine, 2008).
Professional development through action research where faculty are empowered partners
and agents of change in their own practice can be very effective (Zhang & Amundsen,
2015). Action research processes have been seen to be a particularly suitable strategy for
exploring the renewal of assessment practices in higher education (Carless, 2006). Any
study within an action research framework is based on a model of look, think and act to
implement change within a system (Coghlan & Brannick, 2010; Ivankova, 2015;
Stringer, 2014). Such research addresses the linkages among strategies, outcomes, and
goals that support a broader mission or vision (Stachowiak, 2013). As a rule, action
research as a framework is systematic, cyclical and flexible (Ivankova, 2015). The
participants in action research go through a spiral of critical and self-critical action and
reflection cycles (Kemmis & McTaggart, 2007). Also, it engenders powerful learning for
participants who are active in the research process since it involves their practice and
aims to bring about long-term change or outcome (Somekh, 2005). Since action research
invokes reflection on practice, it leads to the development of professional knowledge and
improved professional practice (Kemmis & McTaggart, 2014).
The action or intervention is central to the idea of action research and involves a
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spiral of reflective action cycles aimed at improving practice that have value for a
specific community and a professional setting. Even though institutional outcomes-based
assessment may follow strict research methodology, but the findings are not
generalizable, since the primary purpose of action research is to make a difference to the
problem experienced by the stakeholders in a given context (Gardner & Moore, 2014).
However, the findings reached and conclusions drawn might have implications for
general policy, programs, and practice, related to this topic and contribute to the literature
in this field (Stringer, 2014). According to Dufour and Eaker (1998) the link between
collaborative processes to resolve key issues and a commitment to results is widely
evident in effective organizations. In fact, involving employees in efforts towards
organizational improvement results in institutional effectiveness (Jenkins, 2011).
Overcoming Resistance
Apart from a plan, I needed a committed group to support the change (Coghlan &
Brannick, 2010). I aimed to involve fellow faculty members not only as participants in
the research process but as co-researchers and co-producers of knowledge (Jacobs, 2016).
Any change initiative is bound to meet with resistance that must be respected and
addressed. Faculty might resist assessment efforts that are not directly related to their
practice or that are difficult to implement (Coe et al., 2019). User satisfaction and
participation in the decision-making process is the prime ingredient of LMS adoption
(Black et al., 2007). Communicating from start how the change initiative would benefit
the participants was important for buy-in (Ivankova, 2015). I also needed to stress the
benefits of action research as faculty-led professional development (Jenkins, 2011). A
clear connection between the study outcomes and the classroom practice of my fellow
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Eng 101 faculty needed to be established for their involvement. To build a culture of
collaboration, I tried to pay attention and address conflicts of interest and disagreement
within the team and looked for areas of compromise that was mutually acceptable
(Coghlan & Brannick, 2010). Providing fellow faculty a platform to voice their needs and
concerns without threat of repercussion, through the V-FLC helped mitigate resistance to
this study (Cox, 2016).
With the team, I reviewed our current experience using CAT in Eng 101 classes
and determined factors that influence that use. Together, we identified our needs
regarding increased implementation of these tools to assess student learning of course
outcomes in a blended class. Further, we developed an action/intervention plan that
prepares faculty to integrate CAT more consistently and uniformly to assess student
mastery of key outcomes and obtain data on course assessment. Overall, we intended for
faculty to collaboratively bring about a change in Eng 101 assessment practice that was
more faculty-driven, technology-enhanced, and focused on student competencies needed
in the 21st century.
Any organizational change process involves inter level dynamics throughout the
organization that can support or resist a change agenda (Coghlan & Brannick, 2010). As
an insider researcher, I needed to be aware of the power of organizational politics and
consider how they may impact the work of the V-FLC. Involving key stakeholders like
the Dean of Humanities, senior English faculty and even the director of Instructional
Design by asking for their advice and support helped in the smooth functioning of our
project. A clear analysis and presentation of how the study’s outcome would possibly
benefit not only the team, but also the faculty in general across divisions, as well as the

78

organization in the long run, was important for its successful execution.
Even though the scope of this research involved improving use of CAT for Eng
101 courses, the change initiative involved short- term, intermediate and long-term goals
for other courses and disciplines as well. The immediate outcome was to initiate more
support and training for the use of CAT to obtain and act on data related to Eng 101
course outcomes. The intermediate goal was for faculty teaching Eng 101 to use CAT
more uniformly and consistently, which would allow students to learn at their individual
pace and gain a more engaging, and interactive learning experience based on their needs.
The long-term effect was to create a culture of collaborative, professional development
where faculty across the disciplines could connect their assessment processes and
pedagogical practices using the tools of the twenty-first century (Abas, 2015). The
ultimate goal was to initiate a culture of assessment throughout the college so that the
link between classroom practice, course and program learning outcomes, to institutional
and statewide goals, were clearly established using technology as the platform for datadriven decision making. Only by adopting such practice of an effective organization
could our college hope to achieve large improvements in student outcome along with
retention and graduation rates (Jenkins, 2011). Our study’s plan of action is outlined
below.
Study Design
We used a mixed methods action research study design (MMAR, see Figure 2) as
developed by Ivankova (2015). According to Creswell and Plano Clark (2018) the key
methodological characteristics of a mixed method study include strands of both
qualitative and quantitative approach that are integrated or mixed for interpretation
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during different phases of the study. It is well suited to situations where participants need
to help shape the study and bring about change (Creswell & Plan Clark, 2018). According
to Tashakkori and Creswell (2008 as cited in Ivankova, 2015) mixed methods research
enables the researcher to use all possible methods to answer the research question and
explore the social phenomena from multiple perspectives. It has unique procedural
characteristics, designs, strategies for integrative data collection and analysis, and
validation techniques all aimed at generating quality meta-inferences resulting from
integrating both quantitative and qualitative approaches (Ivankova, 2015). According to
Creswell & Plano Clark (2018) mixed methods research is becoming popular in
educational research since it enables the researcher to provide a more complete and
balanced study combining the depth of qualitative data analysis to a broad-based
quantitative approach. Specifically, it can combine the rich perspectives of different
participants including their nuances, tone and body language, as well as compare
different variables to understand their relationship better. As a result, I felt this mixed
methods approach would be useful to this study since we not only wanted the statistics on
the current use of different CAT and for what purpose, but also an in-depth understanding
of faculty experience with different assessment tools, and their needs regarding better use
of these tools.
To place this mixed methods approach within an action research framework, I
adopted an MMAR Study Process Model as outlined by Ivankova (2015) that consisted
of diagnosing, reconnaissance, planning, acting, evaluation, and monitoring phases (see
Figure 2). This corresponded to the look, think, and act phases of a standard action
research study (Stringer, 2014). The diagnosing phase involved identifying the problem
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and conceptualizing the MMAR study. The reconnaissance phase involved fact -finding
regarding the problem diagnosed, identifying areas of change, and informing the
development of an action/intervention plan. During the planning and acting phase the
meta-inferences developed during the reconnaissance phase were interpreted and
implemented as an action/intervention plan. The evaluation phase involved collecting
evidence regarding the effectiveness of the action/intervention plan and gathering
viewpoints of interested stakeholders. The final monitoring and revision phases consisted
of interpreting the meta-inferences from the evaluation phase, communicating to the
stakeholders for their feedback and suggesting revisions to the action plan accordingly
(Ivankova, 2015).
For this particular study the V-FLC collected and analyzed data in two cycles. For
the first cycle we implemented an explanatory-sequential design where data was
collected and analyzed sequentially in two distinct phases (Creswell & Plano Clark,
2018). We first assessed the scope of the problem identified during the diagnosis phase
by reviewing the literature and establishing a need to address the problem that would
benefit the college community. Our fact-finding during the reconnaissance phase was in
two separate strands. First, I used a quantitative strand for data collection from all Eng
101 faculty and analyzed it. Then, forming a V- FLC, together we conducted a qualitative
strand to collect data through virtual focus groups for a more in-depth perception of the
problem. The V-FLC analyzed the qualitative data and integrated the results with the
previous quantitative data during the planning phase to devise a solution through an
action plan. Next, in the evaluation phase, we once more collected quantitative data
through a survey to the V-FLC regarding the effectiveness of the plan and the meta-
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inferences informed the planning phase of our second cycle in which the V-FLC refined
and implemented the revised action plan in the acting phase. In this cycle, the V-FLC
conducted a concurrent design in the evaluation phase, where quantitative data was
collected and analyzed concurrently but separately from the qualitative data giving equal
priority to both (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2018). Another V-FLC virtual focus group was
conducted and analyzed to discuss the plan’s effectiveness. LMG reports were also
collected from the V-FLC and analyzed for quantitative evidence of use. I integrated the
results from each strand to create meta-inferences on the plan’s effectiveness and shared
with the V-FLC to interpret the results and propose a further course of action during the
monitoring and revision phase of the study.
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Figure 2
Action Research Study Plan

Note. Based on Ivankova’s Study Process Model (2015)
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Research Questions
The research questions that guided this study and helped formulate the action
research plan included the following:
RQ1. How do faculty teaching Eng 101courses use LMS assessment tools?
a. What LMS assessment tools do Eng 101 faculty use?
b. How frequently are LMS assessment tools used by Eng 101 faculty?
c. What factors shape use of LMS assessment tools by English 101 faculty?
RQ2. What do V-FLC members perceive as conditions needed to enhance their
experience using LMS assessment tools?
RQ3. What is V-FLC members’ preparedness for using LMS assessment tools in Eng
101 classes after participating in faculty-led professional development?
RQ4. What components of faculty-led professional development support the
implementation and use of LMS assessment tools in Eng 101 classes?
a. How do V-FLC members describe their experience in faculty-led professional
development to support their use of LMS assessment tools in Eng 101 classes?
b. To what extent do V-FLC members, who have participated in the faculty-led
professional development use the LMS assessment tools in Eng 101 classes?
Scope
Due to the localized nature of action research, the scope of this research study was
limited to faculty teaching Introduction to English Composition (Eng 101) at a two-year
community college in New Jersey (Stringer, 2014). The other faculty in the English
department, the humanities discipline, or in other program divisions were not a part of
this study even though the use of Canvas in some form is a requirement for all divisions.
The time period for this study was initially designed over two semesters Spring 2021 and
Summer I, 2021. However, due to the extended Spring 2021 semester of 20 weeks caused
by Covid-19, we collected it all over Spring 2021. The study involved two cycles of data
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collection, one in two phases towards the beginning of the semester, followed by one in
the middle, and one in the end. The study also looked specifically at LMS assessment
tools that faculty use in Eng 101 to measure outcomes. The study of the outcomes
themselves and whether they were appropriate reflections of Eng 101 course goals and
their alignment to appropriate assessment tasks and classroom activities was beyond the
scope of this study.
Setting
The setting of this action research study was a public community college in
Cranford, New Jersey. This college offers over seventy degree and certificate programs
and provides many support services for student success. These courses, programs and
services are housed in one of five academic divisions at the college.
At the above college, the LMS Canvas has been adopted institution-wide as a
technological platform for online course delivery as well as support for traditional
courses to enhance the learning experience. Faculty are required to activate course shells
and have access to the Canvas tools created by the distance learning division for each
course they teach. However, there is lack of uniformity both across and within disciplines
in how these spaces are used. Also, in certain disciplines like the humanities, use of the
Canvas tools is more limited to faculty posting the syllabus, sharing links to online
articles and websites, or posting announcements. Other uses of Canvas tools are either
considered too time-consuming, challenging, or unnecessary.
Furthermore, although faculty are requested to submit data at the end of the
semester regarding student performance on certain key outcomes, there is no clear
evidence of “closing the loop” (Jankowski, 2014; McCaul, 2015), which is use of
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assessment data to make necessary changes in instruction and improve student learning.
The data are also collected at the end of the semester, so they do not address how student
areas of weakness are being identified early on in the course and targeted through
intervention strategies and prompt feedback that enable students to improve (Macfayden
& Dawson, 2010). To address this problem, the college-wide Learning Outcomes and
Assessment Committee has mentioned in its handbook that Canvas could be very useful
as an assessment tool and recommends faculty to use it more regularly in their classes to
assess and provide feedback to students (UCC’s Learning Outcomes and Assessment
Handbook, 2018). However, with lack of evidence regarding its effectiveness, along with
insufficient training and support for faculty on usage of Canvas tools, such a practice has
not been adopted college-wide.
Introduction to English Composition one (Eng 101) is a three credit, general
education course that is taught to all students entering their first or second year of college.
It is the first half of a two-semester sequence that is completed by either Eng 102 or Eng
122 depending on the program of study. The humanities division offers approximately
eighty sections of Eng 101 in traditional, blended or online formats, which is required by
most majors, to its entering student population within the first year of their study, each
semester (UCC Division of Humanities Page, 2019). The course focuses on the
development of the student’s skill in writing expository prose (UCC Online Catalogue,
2018-19). There is an entry-level requirement to determine whether students can qualify
to take English Composition measured through SAT scores or the College Accuplacer
Placement Exam. Although faculty teaching English 101 are required to follow a master
syllabus and administer a diagnostic essay in the first week to ascertain student skill-
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level, there is no uniformity in how faculty measure student progression on outcomes or
determine intervention points to address student areas of weakness. Also, there is no
standard assessment process to determine student proficiency level on course outcomes
and provide data to close the loop at the end of the semester. Recently, the humanities
division has also adopted digital textbooks through Cengage and available to students via
Canvas that is mandatory for certain courses like Eng 101. In such a blended
environment, where a significant portion of the instructional material is offered online, it
is increasingly imperative that faculty utilize the LMS and its tools meaningfully and in a
collaborative way, that aids pedagogy and practice related to student outcomes (Dlalisa,
2017).
Participants
Selecting a sample of participants is an important step in a research study because
the sample helps generate information about the population of interest and in an MMAR
study the sampling strategy is determined by the specific design (Ivankova, 2015).
According to Stringer (2014), a major guiding criterion in identifying a sample in an
action research study is the extent to which a group is affected by a problem or has an
effect on it. At the same time, the sample size and type is often determined by the need
for a prompt solution in a specific context (Ivankova, 2015).
Survey Participants
In order to identify and include all potential stakeholders who might be interested
in the issue and offer critical insight, as action researcher, I initially surveyed through
email, the entire Eng 101 faculty, both full and part-time, who teach in the Humanities
division and are currently teaching Eng 101 or have taught it in the past. This was a

87

single-stage sampling procedure where contacts of the faculty teaching Eng 101 were
obtained from the English department server list directly (Creswell & Creswell, 2018).
Focus Group Participants
Due to the local nature of the problem identified which required a prompt
solution, I next decided to form a cohort-based faculty learning committee (FLC) with
whom I planned to conduct a focus group and obtain the rest of the data for this study.
Cox recommends six to twelve members as a workable FLC (2016). Barbour (2007) also
suggests keeping focus groups small, between four to six participants, for demands of
moderation and analysis. I planned to invite a small group of six to eight faculty
volunteers, who were willing to collaborate on this study and find an effective solution.
These volunteers were selected purposefully from the same participants of the initial
survey so that they could elaborate and provide an in-depth exploration of the problem
(Ivankova, 2015). For purpose of our action-intervention plan and subsequent data
collection, the volunteers were those willing to teach an Eng 101 course, in a blended
format, for the next Academic Year (Spring 2021- Summer 2021). Barbour (2007) also
suggested ensuring that group members have an important characteristic in common for
focus group research. To form this virtual focus group a follow-up email of invitation
was sent out to certain faculty, both full and part-time, taking the survey, who might have
some knowledge and experience in using LMS assessment tools or were interested to use
them in their Eng 101 classes through a blended approach. This was homogenous
sampling since selected individuals belonged to a sub-group with distinctive
characteristics (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2018).
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Virtual Data Collection and Analysis
In keeping with the new normal brought about by COVID-19, I decided to collect
and analyze data online using online surveys and virtual focus groups. Online survey use
has increased tremendously due to advances in technology and availability of programs
such as Qualtrics and Survey Monkey and is a leading research tool for academics. They
can be administered in a time-efficient manner minimizing the time for data collection.
They allow respondents to answer at convenient times and even answer individual
questions as convenient by skipping over if needed (Evans & Mathur, 2005).
Virtual focus groups are often regarded as digital versions of off-line face-to-face
focus groups. Typically online groups consist of 6-8 people, participating in a discussion
via a dedicated online chat space, moderated by a researcher. They differ from off-line
groups in that multiple participants can interact and communicate at the same time. This
makes online groups more spontaneous but also more chaotic than off-lines groups where
participants speak in an orderly fashion, one after the other (Comley & Beaumont, 2011).
Synchronous voice and chat technologies enable transmission of relatively nuanced
expressions and emotions in video mode. Video conferencing platforms like Zoom and
Webex are able to replicate a real-time, face-to-face interaction virtually (Stewart &
Shamdasani, 2017).
For our virtual focus groups, I suggested to use the Zoom platform, which had a
number of unique features that make it appealing to qualitative and mixed-methods
researchers. It was relatively easy to use, cost-effective, had data management features,
and security options. Zoom offered the ability to securely record and store sessions
without recourse to third-party software. It included security features like user-specific
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authentication, real-time encryption of meetings, and the ability to back up recordings to
local drives that were then shared securely for the purpose of collaboration. It recently
enabled a feature that prompted participants to give consent. I was responsible for
notifying attendees that the session was being recorded and for obtaining participant
consent prior to commencement of the session. Based on the privacy policy, participants
could access their data after collection for correction or objection for further use at any
time. Zoom has features like screen and file sharing options that facilitated engagement
and was useful in building rapport with the researcher that allowed rich data to be
collected. Challenges in the use of Zoom were mainly due to technical issues and
thwarted engagement due to Zoom fatigue (Archibald et al., 2019). Keeping the V-FLC
meetings as focused as possible to answer the main research questions and following up
through phone and email communication were ways to mitigate those challenges.
Virtual Faculty Learning Community
Technology has indeed transformed the world of communication. Due to the
continued predominance of the COVID -19 where social distancing and work from home
orders were in place, I decided to create a virtual faculty learning committee (V-FLC)
based on the V-FLC framework provided by Atwell et al. (2017). This framework
provided a step-by-step guide from identifying a topic to planning the next V-FLC.
Effective facilitation and engagement of participants is important to create a community
of trust, respect, challenge, and collaboration in the FLC (Cox, 2004). As the facilitator, I
was a key participating member who modeled desired behavior and initially determined
goals (Cox, 2016). To ensure that the team was committed to working in a spirit of
openness and collegiality, as facilitator, I tried to foster a shared understanding of the V-
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FLC’s purpose and ensured that we stuck to the established goals and outcomes (Hatcher,
Shaker, & Freeman, 2016). Together, we decided on the deliverable for the action plan,
the chosen platform of meeting, structure, and length, although I set the parameters
depending on the requirements of my proposed study.
The communicative domain of online interaction versus face to face, needs to be
considered with its unique advantages and challenges (Kamberelis & Dimitriadis, 2013).
Certain benefits include openness where participants are less inhibited to speak, unbiased
response since participants can all speak at once, and faster implementation of ideas
online. However, challenge include the absence of verbal cues that are needed for a
moderator’s analysis and understanding. They can also be more chaotic than an off-line
group (Comley & Beaumont, 2011). The quality of participation that occurs through the
technology could be a challenge and a limitation to collaboration (Coghlan & Brannick,
2010). Effective participation in a virtual context involves thoughtful and targeted
listening that is active, participatory, and helpful (Gershman, 2020). Involving key
participants to moderate these meetings are useful. Moderators must be proactive to
engage participants and to move the discussion along and in probing for follow-ups or
clarification. Moderator must demonstrate interest and involvement by sharing
summaries, providing feedback, and offering encouraging comments on a regular basis
(Stewart & Samdashani, 2017). Listening to and reflecting on participants comments,
helps them understand the larger dynamic and guides the conversation in a dynamic
direction (Gershman, 2020). One of the virtual leader’s most important roles is to create a
meaning for the team through a shared vision and sense of purpose. Using a knowledgesharing platform, or online collaboration tool allows people to track the team’s progress

91

easily and stay aligned to the task (Buus, 2011). I continued to discuss and prepare with
my team in advance regarding the best way to conduct these online meetings.
Pilot Study
Immediately after getting the IRB approval, I piloted the survey and focus group
questions on a small group of faculty (around 5) who have taught Eng 101 at some point
but were not a party of the study, before sending them out to the entire sample. Pilot
testing was important to establish content validity of scores on the instrument, to evaluate
the internal consistency of the items, and to improve the questions, format, and
instructions. It also gave me an opportunity to assess how long the study would take and
whether my purpose was clear (Creswell & Creswell, 2018). Piloting also ensured that
the discussion pertains to the research questions (Barbour, 2007). I planned to incorporate
their feedback into my final instrument revisions before administering them to the sample
in my first cycle.
Action Research Cycles
I next explain our MMAR study with a breakdown of each cycle according to the
phases that led to our findings and conclusion.
Cycle 1
Diagnosing Phase / Look. My diagnosing phase already began with establishing
the seriousness of the problem regarding faculty use of LMS assessment tools in Eng 101
and a need for further research in this field. I looked at the problem by reviewing the
existing literature regarding current trends in higher education assessment, e-assessment
tools and assessment practices in composition courses, and identifying gaps that have not
been addressed. Next, I developed a general study plan, considered potential ethical
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issues and specified the study’s purpose, expected outcomes, objectives, and research
questions (Ivankova, 2015). Too often faculty are hesitant to move beyond their own
frames of reference to assess higher order learning outcomes that seem unrelated to their
work and instructional strategies and have not been presented in a meaningful language
to them (Anderson, 2004). Faculty also need to be included in the assessment process
regarding what needs to get assessed and what they consider important. I aimed to frame
the issue in terms of its assumptions and causal relationships, as our V-FLC needed to get
an understanding of its history, scope, and possible outcomes to aid the resolution process
(Coghlan & Brannick, 2011).
This phase helped me frame and conceptualize this study. Using the theoretical
frameworks of TAM (Davis, 1986; Baia, 2009) and UTAUT (Venkatesh et al., 2003) I
tried to determine possible influences on faculties’ behavior and attitude towards LMS
assessment tools. These frameworks helped me develop questions to include in the
survey of all Eng 101 faculty at my college and the virtual focus group questions for our
V-FLC in the next phase. They also informed the V-FLC action plan at each step since
they defined conditions to promote acceptance and use of technology.
Reconnaissance Phase/ Think. This is the phase when I selected the mixed
methods design, identified the sample, and then collected and analyzed the initial data
(Ivankova, 2015). In this cycle, the data was collected and analyzed in two strands – a
quantitative followed by qualitative strand –respectively. This was an explanatory
sequential design where findings from the quantitative strand were further explored
qualitatively. The data enabled the V-FLC to identify the problem in the given setting and
determine ways to address it.
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Baseline Questionnaire. To answer the first research question quantitatively, I
initially sent out a 16-item questionnaire to all faculty teaching Eng 101 (full and parttime, totaling 40). Using this web-based survey based on examples provided by Fink
(2017), I collected information regarding their experience with different assessment tools
they use via Canvas to measure proficiency in course and program learning outcomes
(Appendix A). Questions adapted from Chiu and Churchill (2015) addressed faculty selfefficacy in technology use, perceived ease of use and usefulness of Canvas tools, attitude
towards Canvas assessment tools in teaching, and anxiety levels towards using Canvas
assessment tools in teaching. These questions could be answered on a Likert-scale
ranging from 1, strongly disagree, to 5, strongly agree, respectfully.
For the analysis of the quantitative data in the first phase (the reconnaissance
phase), I relied on Blaikie’s (2003), Analyzing Quantitative Data for my data coding and
interpretation. I entered my data in a SPSS database and cleaned the database by
checking for data entry errors. I recoded items on my survey and since the questions ask
for characteristics and frequency regarding LMS use, I used descriptive analysis to
answer these. I did a frequency count using ordinal and nominal categories to represent
the rate of faculty response to different items on student assessment (Blaikie, 2003).
Next, I summarized the statistical results in a frequency table and provided a matrix
where the results were compared to the research questions they answered. The findings
from this strand were used to inform the focus group discussion in the next strand of data
collection.
As Ivankova and Stick (2007) suggest, the second phase was required to refine
and explain those factors that were significant in the initial survey. Also, there were
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questions about the use of LMS assessment tools that could not be answered by closed
ended survey questions. In action research, the qualitative data helps to identify the
problem through stakeholders’ words and develop understandings and potential solutions
as well (Stringer, 2014). Interviewing allows the researcher to access the richness of data
that in-depth conversation, observation and reflection allow (Maxwell, 2013). It also
allows the researcher to look for nuance and subtlety in the participants’ voices’,
expressions and gestures that provides a different perspective of the issue (Rossman &
Rallis, 2017; Rubin & Rubin, 2012). Our study’s qualitative phase allowed us to capture
faculty experiences with the given tools that the survey could not reflect.
Initial Virtual Focus Group. For the qualitative data collection strand, I
facilitated a virtual focus group, with all members of the V-FLC, to gather a more indepth understanding of the problem and to create an environment of collective decisionmaking (Appendix B). These were semi-structured questions that had been developed
from the initial survey and that helped us understand the results of the survey better and
also answered the second research question. Focus groups are a common approach for
applied fields such as education (Kamberelis, & Dimitriadis, 2013). These are interactive
group interviews that are guided by a moderator with minimal intervention and where
participants discuss the topics raised by the interviewer, along with their views, attitudes
and experiences, in a non-threatening environment (Litosseliti, 2003). Groups are focused
on some collective activity around a small number of issues and are interactive in
responding to and building on the views of others in the group (Litosseliti, 2003). They
provide access to interpretations and arguments that participants are willing to present in
a group setting (Barbour, 2007). Engaging in such purposeful group discussion gives the
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researcher valuable insight from those interested stakeholders who will implement the
change and what matters most to them (Morgan, 1998; Piercy et al., 2011). The
researcher primarily seeks evidence that is common to multiple participants expressed in
different words or style and pays attention to range and diversity of participants’
experience (Krueger, 1998). Focus groups often require complex negotiation of the ongoing interaction processes among participants and rely primarily on interaction and
stimulation among the group participants themselves that uncovers new, open-ended
pathways for discussion (Litosseliti, 2003). Conducting the virtual focus group also
helped the V-FLC to understand the problem from multiple perspectives and helped
inform the steps of our action-intervention plan.
In order to guide, stimulate and facilitate discussion, I carefully developed both
un-cued open-ended questions that would be followed by cued-questions for probing
(Littoselitti, 2003). I also arranged my virtual focus group questions according to Rubin
and Rubin’ (2012) main-branches-of-a-tree structure where the main questions address
different aspects of the research problem and are parallel in scope. Later on missing
information or unanswered questions could be picked up like twigs through brief followup interviews (Rubin & Rubin, 2012). The goal was to understand the experience and
viewpoint of the participants through minute details and decipher shades of meaning that
the survey could not access (Maxwell, 2013; Rubin & Rubin, 2012).
For the qualitative data analysis during this phase, along with co-researchers from
the V-FLC, I transcribed the virtual focus group discussion (conducted through Zoom
and recorded with the permission of the group) by carefully summarizing the main ideas
of each protocol (Litosseliti, 2003). Qualitative data analysis is predominantly inductive
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in approach and aims to generate emergent themes grounded in the various perspectives
articulated by participants (Rossman & Rallis, 2017; Tedlie & Tashakkori, 2009).
Analysis is guided by the purpose and objectives of the study (Litosseliti, 2003). I read
through the transcripts and wrote down memos in the margins about my thoughts and
comments to get a general sense of the material before developing codes (Creswell &
Creswell, 2018). I also engaged in member checking to get feedback on my
understanding. Coding is the process of organizing the data in text segments that are
labeled according to categories (Rossman & Rallis, 2017). To conduct the coding, I first
introduced my co-researchers, briefly, to Saldana’s (2016) cycles of coding and their
purpose in capturing the data’s content and essence. We collaborated to identify coding
categories and to establish consensus on the coding (Creswell & Clark, 2018). Using an
inductive approach we coded concepts in the data using an in vivo coding strategy where
participants’ actual words were used for code labels. This helped to preserve their voice
for future action (Ivankova, 2015). We also used process coding, which utilizes gerunds
to communicate conceptual actions in the data. This allowed us to capture participants’
actions/interactions and consequences, which was important since we were trying to
understand use of these tools (Saldana, 2016). Finally, we also applied simultaneous
coding where multiple codes were applied to the same text (Saldana, 2016).
Then, we arranged the codes in categories within a codebook, which also provide
additional credibility within the study, as coding categories removed the attachment to
individual responses (Maxwell, 2013). Categories coded were those assumed as key
during the planning of the focus groups, those that become evident during the
discussions, and those that came up during the analysis of the discussions (Litosseliti,

97

2003). Creswell and Creswell (2018) describe three categories of codes: expected codes,
surprising codes, and codes of unusual or conceptual interest. This helps to group ideas
emerging from the texts depending on whether they are expected, unexpected, or unusual
and provides diverse perspectives on the issue (Creswell & Creswell, 2012). Such
categorizing of data facilitates comparisons and a better understanding of the research
problem (Tedlie & Tashakkori, 2009). I consulted the V-FLC in development of the
codebook to engage them in the analysis process and foster collaboration. Encouraging
other members to verify the codes, question the choices and explore alternatives fosters
inter-subjectivity as well as inter-coder reliability (Rossman & Rallis, 2017). I also
engaged in peer debriefing by summarizing the analysis process and presented it to the
team for review and discussion. Participants were encouraged to ask critical questions
about methods, decisions and interpretations to facilitate reflection for analysis (Creswell
& Clark, 2018).
Next, we used a second cycle of pattern coding for our categories in order to
group the codes according to certain commonalities (Maxwell, 2013). Pattern recognition
implies seeing something over and over again in one case or across a group of cases
(Sandelowski, 2001). We also looked for negative cases that do not fit the data pattern
and that might expand or alter the relationships noted (Tedlie & Tashakkori, 2009). This
enabled us to condense and analyze the data better and study them for emerging themes
(Saldana, 2016). Themes are summary statements, causal explanations, or conclusions
that show the relationship between concepts (Rubin & Rubin, 2012). They help us
address the reasons behind the participants’ behavior marked by signal phrases like
“because,” “as a result,” “therefore,” etc. (Rubin & Rubin, 2012, p. 195). We applied
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similarity and contrast principles in analyzing the themes to search for similarities and
distinctions in the data before reaching our conclusions (Tedlie & Tashakkori, 2009).
Saldana (2016) also talks about maintaining analytic memos to expand on the codes and
categories as a transitional stage into a more coherent narrative. I carefully documented
our insights and subjective experiences through analytic memos that captured our
interpretation of data.
The analytic memos informally recorded my thoughts and impressions on the
meetings. Such journaling also helped me practice researcher reflexivity, test our
assumptions and justify the action plan. Apart from transcribing and coding our virtual
focus group discussions or analyzing our surveys, I also learned a lot about the research
process by maintaining short analytical memos recording my thoughts and reactions to
the topic of inquiry and strategies involved to generate meaningful data. Inquiry from the
inside generates contextually embedded knowledge, which emerges from experience
(Coghlan & Brannick, 2010). This reflective writing helped me make sense of the data, as
well as challenge and reflect on my own assumptions and biases that enabled me to
maintain neutrality and trustworthiness throughout the study.
Coding and analysis can be enhanced by the use of computer programs like
NVivo or Dedoose for qualitative analysis. These programs can help with data
organization, management and display (Ivankova, 2015). After creating coded categories,
I sorted them on computer files using textual grouping software, Dedoose, compared the
files and summarized the similarities and differences between categories. After sharing
these with the V-FLC for their approval, we next integrated the results to find related
themes and concepts that together answered the research question making sure to test
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them against our data. We concluded the analysis with a detailed description of the
problem that helped explain our findings (Rubin & Rubin, 2012). We sequentially
connected or interlinked the results from the two chronological study strands in a joint
display alignment matrix (Appendix C) with the purpose of explaining the results and
creating a more in-depth understanding of the issue that informed our study’s next phase
(Creswell & Plano Clark, 2011).
Planning Phase. After the data collection and analysis of both quantitative and
qualitative strands, I created meta-inferences from the findings and shared with all the
members of the V-FLC. During this phase, I encouraged members to determine
objectives and schedule meetings on topics for discussion (Cox, 2016). Together we
designated tasks and people responsible for them (Stringer, 2014). Facilitation of these
meetings was also done in turns though I led the first one to set up expectations and
model behavior. Together, we created a roadmap for our planned change and decided on
the deliverable to meet our goals (Coghlan & Brannick, 2010). Using this, we started
formulating a plan of action that would provide us the needed resources to increase our
use of CAT.
Together the V-FLC members discussed the findings and planned measures to
address the needs that we identified as central to our research problem. Our action plan
involved creating some interventions to increase use of the Canvas assessment tools. The
V-FLC decided to plan a series of faculty-led, mini-workshops to learn how to use CAT.
These were 4 tools in total (outcomes, rubrics, LMG, and LA) but the group decided to
not focus on collecting the LA report, that would provide detailed analytics of student
online participation and page view, at present due to our shortened timeframe. Of the 6
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V-FLC members, only 5 continued to meet for the planning and intervention all through
March 2021. As facilitator, I introduced the group to the conceptual framework using
Blended Learning Model (Graham, 2006) and Framework for 21st Century Learning
(Miller, 2017) as course design frameworks to increase use of LMS tools for student
outcomes (Appendix D). The director of distance education and the instructional design
specialist was also invited to some of these meetings for their input along with the
Humanities division dean.
Afterwards, the group met with the instructional support representative from
Distance Education. An important discovery made was that part of the reason that the
faculty were not using the given institutional outcomes on Canvas was because they did
not consider them “authentic,” obtained from a reliable source. No one seemed to be clear
about how the outcomes were populated and standardized or whether they were
appropriate for division-level use. One member noted that, “we were never consulted
about them,” showing a disconnection between faculty and administration in terms of the
purpose of these tools.
Therefore, the interventions planned for the first cycle mainly consisted of miniworkshops focused on creating course outcomes for Eng 101 and learning how to use the
outcomes tool, rubrics tool and LMG tool since these were the least used of CAT as the
findings suggested. In consultation with the instructional support staff, I led the workshop
on the LMG and LA while two other V-FLC members led the workshops on the
outcomes and rubrics. The timing of this action plan was the weeklong spring break in
the third week of March, so that the V-FLC had a chance to monitor and revise their plan
before implementation of the tools for their final research papers. The V-FLC decided not
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to focus on the learning analytics tool report for this research study in one semester to
avoid feeling overburdened. We decided to learn how to create, export, and analyze that
report in the following fall semester. Also, since most faculty indicated that they were
already using the quizzes and the survey tool, participants decided not to plan workshops
for these tools as well for the study’s purpose.
Secondary Documents. Apart from data collected from surveys and virtual focus
groups, the V-FLC also looked at secondary documents that could provide evidence of
how faculty were using the LMS assessment tools, what challenges they were facing, or
how they could use these tools in a more productive way. One of the documents that we
looked at was the English 101/102 assessment form that was created by the division
assessment committee and sent out to the entire division to collect data on student
outcomes at the end of every semester (Appendix F). This was useful during the planning
phase to create outcomes that were already being assessed and to see how the LMG
report could provide instant data for these forms. We used this chart to create our
outcomes using the outcomes tool and added them to our rubrics tool on Canvas. Also, all
throughout the planning phase, we referred to the Canvas guides for instructional help
related to implementation of the tools.
Another document that we looked at was the Closing the Loop form provided at
the end of every academic year for English 101 course assessment data (Appendix E).
The data we got from this form were the outcomes proficiency chart that English 101
faculty were being asked to submit every semester after finals. Again, this was useful
during the first virtual focus group to understand faculty experience with filling out the
form and later during the planning phase to map outcomes and assessments using CAT to
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the data needed for the Closing the Loop form. The LMG report collected at the end of
cycle 2 provided the data that could be used to fill out the Closing the Loop form.
We also looked at the General Education Outcomes that were housed under the
institutional outcomes page on Canvas. This was useful during the first meeting to
understand faculty experience with the institution provided outcomes and later during the
first acting phase in our mini-workshops on how to create and import outcomes. Other
documents we also referred to were other CAT such as the New Analytics Report, Peer
Review Page, regular Gradebook and the Canvas Manual. These secondary documents
are listed in the table below (Table 1).

Table 1
Secondary Documents List
Name of Document

Description

English 101 Assessment
Chart

Form for Eng 101 semester-end
assessment data collection

English 101 Closing the
Loop Survey
General Education
Outcomes

Form for Eng 101 student data on
outcome proficiency
Institutional outcomes page on
Canvas
Excel sheet providing student log
analytics on Canvas such as page
view, participation and submission
info.
Other CAT (not included in this
study) that provides student
assessment info

New Analytics Report

Peer Review & Gradebook
Page
Canvas Manual

Canvas tools guide page provided in
the Canvas faculty lounge
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Acting Phase/ Act. First of all, we organized a meeting with instructional staff
including the Director of Distance Education to discuss needs of faculty for better use of
these tools in a blended-format using the findings from our joint-display. Based on the
needs of the faculty as determined from the meta-inferences, the V-FLC arranged a miniworkshop with the Canvas support staff to provide training on how to use the different
assessment tools like rubrics and outcomes, LMG, and LA report in a blended learning
model. Templates, samples, and examples of how these assessment tools can measure
course outcomes and help faculty to intervene according to student needs were also
shared and discussed. Next, we created three specific outcomes to measure with these
given tools. In keeping with the 21st century learning framework, the V-FLC identified
key outcomes that denoted 21st century skills from the Eng 101 master syllabi (UCC
English 101 Page, 2017). The institutional general education outcomes from the division
resource page on Canvas were used as well (UCC, Division of Humanities Page, 2019).
For Eng 101 these could involve analytical writing tasks that evaluate students ability to
articulate complex ideas, examine claims and evidence, support ideas with relevant
reasons and examples, sustain a coherent discussion, and use standard written English
(Bellanca & Brandt, 2010). The V-FLC also clarified how to implement the Canvas
rubrics and outcomes tool together and how to add outcome criterion ratings. Further, we
created a rubric, then added outcomes, and activated the LMG tool in our respective
Canvas course shells. The Canvas instructor guide available on the college faculty lounge
webpage was consulted for templates and instructions on how to use the assessment tools
(UCC, Faculty Lounge Page, 2020). The V-FLC also worked on mapping the Canvas
rubric to course and program outcomes to generate data on closing the loop that is
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required from key gen ed. courses like Eng 101 by the Learning Outcomes Assessment
Committee every academic year (UCC’s Learning Outcomes Assessment Committee
Handbook, 2016). Also, we used the Eng 101 assessment chart as a template for filling in
data on key course outcomes to close the loop. Using existing assessment tasks, both
formative and summative, along with their existing rubrics, we practiced how to measure
the key outcomes integrating CAT. All through our action phase, the instructional support
staff were available to offer any guidance or tech support needed.
Evaluating Action Phase. TAM (Davis, 1986) and UTAUT (Venkatesh et al.,
2003) both emphasize that attitude to use precedes actual use of technology. Educators’
attitudes towards the use of technology in education are influenced by their perceived
preparedness and digital competence (Instefjord & Munthe, 2017). My next goal was to
measure participants’ preparedness to use CAT after the workshops.
Evaluation Survey. At the evaluation phase of Cycle 1, I collected evidence of
the action plan’s effectiveness in preparing the V-FLC with the use of CAT through
another strand of quantitative web-based surveys sent to all members of the V-FLC
(Appendix H). As Ivankova (2015) mentions, the choice of study design and data
collection method is often dictated by factors like time and resources. The quantitative
survey sent to the V-FLC at this point allowed prompt feedback regarding the actionintervention plan so that further changes and revisions could be made before reimplementing the plan in the next cycle. Again, I developed this survey consisting of six
questions related to the variables on our chosen assessment tools. Similar to the previous
survey, I had developed a five point Likert-scale response to the items of this survey. I
ran this survey through our V-FLC to ensure openness and get their approval.
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For the quantitative data analysis during this phase, first I assigned numbers to the
rank-ordered categories to have an ordinal level of measurement (Frankfort-Nachmias, &
Leon-Guerro, 2018). I did a frequency count using ordinal categories to represent faculty
confidence-level ratings on different items of CAT (Blaikie, 2003). Next, I summarized
the statistical results in a frequency distribution table and provided a matrix where the
results were compared to the research questions they answered. Then, I analyzed and
create meta-inferences from the results of the survey that informed the final phase of this
cycle (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2011). Again, I ran my summary findings through coresearchers from the V-FLC for member checking and to confirm the results.
Monitoring and Revising Phase. During this phase, meta-inferences created
during the evaluation phase were shared among the V-FLC members and we discussed
the effectiveness of the entire action-intervention plan. Members raised certain questions
and noted challenges regarding their experiences using the tools that needed to be solved.
In the final revision phase, certain changes were suggested to the workshops based on
which further planning was made for classroom implementation of the tools in a second
cycle in April 2021. Collaboratively, we monitored and revised the plan for its
implementation in the next cycle (Ivankova, 2015). Any further questions or concerns of
the V-FLC regarding the use of the CAT for their needs were considered in this phase as
well.
Cycle 2
According to Ivankova and Wingo (2018), some phases are redundant in a mixed
methods study. So in this case, instead of restarting from the diagnosis and
reconnaissance phase, the V-FLC started directly from the planning phase and proceeded
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with the second cycle of the study.
Planning Phase. The second cycle began with the planning phase. In this phase,
based on meta-inferences from the previous cycle, the V-FLC arranged additional support
or training needed from Canvas support staff for problems and questions unaddressed in
last cycle involving use of CAT. Based on the data collected from the survey, the V-FLC
decided we needed more hands-on practice and examples for the different tools- rubrics,
outcomes, LA, or LMG, since we were all at different levels. We developed one-on-one
practice sessions around the first week of April between those who needed help on a
specific tool and instructional support staff. As interventions to increase usefulness, we
also decided to look for resources to help students improve their outcome mastery. In this
cycle, we specifically looked at the research question that asked about the experience of
participation in the faculty-led professional development for increased use of CAT in an
Eng 101 course. The first objective was to see how the V-FLC perceived the
effectiveness of the action-plan to increase use of the LMS tools in blended Eng 101
courses. The second objective was to see to what extent V-FLC members were using the
LMS tools from data submitted through the LMG report. In other words, grade book
generated outcome reports showed participants use of rubric and outcomes tool with
assignments throughout the semester. This time, we conducted a concurrent design using
both quantitative and qualitative data that were combined to create meta-inferences for
our final report (Ivankova, 2015).
Acting Phase/ Act. Based on the workshops, training, and resources received, the
V-FLC continued implementing CAT as the semester progresses in their respective Eng
101 course sections. Our goal was to see if the planned and self-directed training and
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support helped to increase faculty use of CAT. Therefore, after the V-FLC administered
the revised action-intervention plan in their respective Eng 101 sections, they were asked
to generate student outcomes report available from the Canvas learning mastery grade
book (LMG) for analysis.
With more individualized and hands-on support along with trying out the tools a
couple of times in the sandbox shells on Canvas, a private space where faculty could
practice using the tools without affecting their live courses, the V-FLC members were
ready to try out the assessment tools for their last two assignments. The action taken by
the V-FLC members together consisted of the following. First, creating a table mapping
our previously developed outcomes and rubrics to the division-wide Closing the Loop
Outcomes. Second, creating a resource list of interactive quizzes and video tutorials to
help students achieve mastery of outcomes (see Appendix J below). Third, exporting and
submitting participants’ Learning Mastery Gradebook (LMG) reports at the end to the
facilitator (see Table 9 below). Finally, making recommendations to our English faculty
for better use of these tools on Assessment Day. I also volunteered to offer a college-wide
workshop on these tools for the following professional development day.
Evaluation Phase. During this phase in the study the goal was to collect evidence
of the action/intervention plan’s effectiveness in Cycle 2 and to plan for further changes
and revisions as needed (Ivankova, 2015). We collected and analyzed data in two
separate strands – qualitative and quantitative, respectively. This was a concurrent mixedmethods phase where the qualitative and quantitative data strands were integrated and
analyzed separately and simultaneously (Creswell & Plano-Clark, 2018). The purpose of
a concurrent study is to compare or merge quantitative and qualitative results to produce
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well-validated conclusions (Ivankova, 2015). Our objective was to see to how the facultyled professional development plan helped the V-FLC to use CAT like the rubric,
outcomes, LMG and LA to evaluate, intervene or gather assessment data pertaining to
student progress on course outcomes. We gathered data both through another virtual
focus group and V-FLC submitted LMG reports to reach our conclusions for this cycle.
Second Focus Group. At the end of the grade submission for Cycle 2, in mid
May I arranged a second virtual focus group with the V-FLC using an inductive,
responsive approach to reflect on the outcome of the assessment cycle and how to
transfer that knowledge into practical use (Appendix I). This was a two-hour group
interview, held via my personal Zoom account at a convenient time for all, with semistructured questions to the V-FLC regarding their experience with the action-intervention
plan and further changes or support needed to implement the plan for large-scale use.
This focus group instrument, once again based on (Littoselitti, 2003) helped answer the
remaining research question I had developed for this study. The V-FLC members were
also asked to individually submit their outcome report from the LMG. We used these
reports for our quantitative data source in this cycle and analyzed them concurrently with
the qualitative data to evaluate the refined action-intervention plan and form conclusions
for the overall study (Ivanvoka, 2015).
The quantitative data analysis took place after the V-FLC provided us with the
LMG outcomes report in Cycle 2. Frequencies of instructor activity with use of rubric
and outcome tools from the outcomes report were charted on a frequency table against
each assignment and cross-checked with co-researchers. This display helped note to what
extent there was implementation and use of CAT after faculty participated in the
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professional development plan. The last qualitative data analysis for this study addressed
the final focus group discussion with the V-FLC. I again thoroughly read and transcribed
all our data looking for examples, concepts, themes that was unanticipated but spoke to
our study, and missing information to follow up (Rubin & Rubin, 2012). Similar to the
previous cycle, I checked my interpretation with members then used an inductive
approach and coded the data based on the existing codebook creating a coding structure
for new categories and themes that emerge (Ivankova, 2015). I also maintained written
memos of how this structure was developed and analytic decisions were made for
discussion and refinement with the team. We also considered alternative explanations for
our findings, explanations for contrary data or inconsistencies and tried to rule out their
influence on the study (Ivankova, 2015). We then organized and interpreted the themes,
and presented our findings in a narrative report in light of how the findings answered the
research questions of this cycle. The results were also summarized in a table, along with
all key information from the secondary sources and presented to the V-FLC along with
all our data collection and analysis methods for member checking and triangulation of
data, so that the findings were credible, valid, reliable, and dependable (Ivankova, 2015).
We also read the supplemental data regarding assessment tool use collected from the VFLC carefully to note important information that supports findings from our focus group
like examples of how CAT are being used in the classroom. I prepared summary
statements of these examples and checked for accuracy with relevant V-FLC members
(Stringer, 2004).
Finally, inferences from both quantitative and qualitative results are combined in
the results phase to generate meta-inferences (Ivankova, 2015). To combine the data
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analysis of the two study strands, we compared the qualitative and quantitative results in
a summary table according to dimensions determined by the research questions and
research goals (Ivankova, 2015). The study’s conceptual framework deals with
technology acceptance models and learning frameworks that define conditions for faculty
adoption of LMS tools. Therefore, our purpose was to get evidence of whether the
implemented assessment tools have informed faculty practice regarding assessment of
outcomes, provided meaningful data for closing the loop and whether the strands
confirmed or contradicted one another regarding increased use of CAT. The quantitative
results from the Canvas LMG reports were combined with qualitative findings, both
themes and categories, to reach a conclusion. The purpose was to provide more
credibility to the conclusions reached and to reach valid meta-inferences to inform the
next phase ((Ivankova, 2015). Both points of agreement and disagreement in the data
were discussed by the V-FLC in light of how they advanced the research findings
(Creswell & Clark, 2018).
Monitoring and Revising Phase. Based on the meta-inferences from the results
of the evaluation phase, our V-FLC monitored and revised the action/intervention plan
and suggested a further course of action Based on the LMG report data and virtual focus
group feedback, the V-FLC discussed, through a final virtual focus group meeting, ways
to improve our implementation of CAT to produce better results and ways to encourage
more faculty to adopt this approach for student outcome assessment as well.
Collaboratively, we decided whether we needed to study the problem more, review the
literature further, collect more data, or refine the action/intervention plan. During the
revision phase, ways to make the assessment process using these LMS tools more

111

sustainable were also discussed. Based on their conclusion, the V-FLC made
recommendations for a further cycle, which could be implemented during the following
semester, which is beyond the scope of this research. We documented our suggestions for
the next cycle of action in the form of a report, which I presented to the Eng 101 faculty
during the semester-end division assessment day meeting to plan a full roll out in the
following semester. We also submitted outcomes from the action-intervention, in the
form of resources for faculty support, to the Dean for division use.
Meta Learning
According to Coghlan & Brannick (2010) in action research projects there are
always two cycles. The first one is about the project’s aims while the second one is a
reflection on the action research cycle where the researcher inquires into the content,
process, and premise (Coghlan & Brannick (2010). Referring to the conceptual
framework all throughout the study will be useful to see the connection between the
three. As the facilitator of this project, I tried to be mindful that our team engaged in
collaborative inquiry on all steps of the research study and learning at the same time.
Valuing metacognition meant that professional development time in the V-FLC was
shared between presenting content knowledge and allowing members to develop
metacognitive skills by questioning and changing their learning (Hubball, Clarke, &
Beache, 2004). For instance, in the process of data gathering or analysis, we were open to
noticing and recording serendipitous findings. Serendipity refers to approaches and
activities that allow one to discover findings that are unexpected, fortunate and valuable.
The ability to make connections between unconnected information is an important
element of serendipity (Kefalidou & Sharpldes, 2016). Allowing creative distractions, co-
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creating with the users, adjusting methods to better collect data, accepting ambiguity and
being open to multiple interpretations of ideas are all strategies that support serendipity
(Frydenberg, Eikenes, & Nordby, 2019). Our unexpected codes and codes of unusual
interest during the data analysis process allowed us to engage in serendipity and reach
new findings.
Coghlan and Brannick (2010) also mention how data is generated through
engagement with others in the action research cycles via participation and observation
and suggest journaling as a reflective tool to record experiences, reactions, judgments and
interventions. Keeping a journal to document and reflect on all aspects of data collection,
participants’ reaction, to the team’s daily activities and dynamics at play were essential to
my inquiry and learning process. I aimed to model this practice to the team that in turn
allowed them to reflect and offer feedback on their learning to one another as the study
developed.
Validity and Reliability
Teddlie and Tashakkori (2003 as cited in Ivankova, 2015) defined inference
quality as a criterion to use when considering and transferability of the meta-inferences in
a mixed-method study. Integration of inferences from both qualitative and quantitative
data is a critical stage in a mixed methods process and requires rigorous standards to
ensure validity and trustworthiness (Ivankova, 2015). According to Teddlie and
Tashakkori (2009), the inference process is making sense out of the results of data
analysis. The quality of inference includes the quantitative concepts of internal validity
and statistical conclusion validity and the qualitative concepts of credibility and
trustworthiness. Inference transferability relates to the degree that these conclusions can

113

be applied to other settings, people, time periods, contexts and theoretical constructs.
Research inference is evaluated in terms of how consistent the findings are in keeping
with the theories and accepted knowledge in a given field and how far they are relevant
and useful to policy makers. Making a good inference also involves doing a thorough
literature review and creating a strong rationale for the study.
Validation refers to the process of assessing quality of the data interpretation and
making accurate inferences from the data (Ivankova, 2015). Validating the findings and
creating meta-inferences is the final steps in the reconnaissance and evaluation phases of
an MMAR study. As a practitioner-researcher of an MMAR study, I assessed the
methodological rigor of both quantitative and qualitative data and their interpretation.
Also, in an MMAR study, the results of both separate strands need to be integrated well
for a proper conclusion to be reached (Teddlie & Tashakkori, 2009). By maintaining
proper documentation of our meta-inferences and providing them to the V-FLC for their
comments and feedback helped reduce threat to validity and reliability of our data
(Ivankova, 2015).
Validity refers to the degree to which a test measures what it is supposed to
measure and permits appropriate interpretation of the scores while reliability refers to the
degree to which a test consistently measures whatever it is measuring (Gay et al., 2006 as
cited in Ivankova, 2015). Validity involves validity of content, criterion, and construct
while common types of reliability assessment are internal consistency reliability, testretest reliability and inter-rater reliability (Thorndike & Thorndike-Christ, 2011 as cited
in Ivankova, 2015). In the quantitative strand of this study, I aimed to improve the
validity by checking if our data was appropriate for our study purpose and research
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questions. I piloted the survey instrument on non-participant faculty from a similar
population to ensure validity of the questions used. I also checked for reliability by cross
checking the survey data with co-researchers.
Consulting with members of the target population ensures content validity (Vogt,
King, & King, 2004). Similar to the survey, I piloted the focus group questions on nonparticipant members of the target population. Moderator-facilitated discussions of focus
groups also aid in content validity (Vogt, King, & King, 2004). For virtual focus groups,
careful consideration needed to be given to how much the participants were told about the
nature of the research, how leading was the moderator’s input, and how openly
participants related to one another and the moderator (Litosselitti, 2003). The awareness
that multiple perspectives can differ and that it may be impossible to suspend all beliefs
and biases strengthens reliability of qualitative research and is referred to as researcher
reflexivity (Rossman & Rallis, 2017; Saldaña, 2015). Reflecting on the data and
recording our sense making at each phase also helped address validity.
Further, action research has specific validity criteria that serve as indicators of its
quality. These include goals such as achievement of outcomes, use of sound and
appropriate research methodology, generation of results that are particular to a local
setting, education of all participants, and generation of new knowledge (Herr & Anderson
2005 as cited in Ivankova 2015). Establishing clear goals from the outset, openly and
carefully documenting each stage of the research, in consultation with the V-FLC
members, and being open to unexpected or contradictory findings helped us address
validity and quality concerns of this study.
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Trustworthiness
In a mixed method action research study, trustworthiness of the data and their
interpretation is assessed using the following criteria: credibility, transferability,
dependability, and confirmability (Ivankova, 2015). I will describe below how we
attempted to ensure each of these criteria in the given MMAR study.
Confirmability. Mixed methods research allows convergence, corroboration, and
correspondence of results from different methods (Greene, Caracelli, & Graham, 1989 as
cited in Ivankova, 2015). Also, inside-outside legitimation must be confirmed to assess
quality in an action-research study (Ivanvoka, 2015). To address this, we used some
outside consultants, the liaison from the IT department, the humanities dean, as well as
other Eng 101 faculty who were not participating in the V-FLC to confirm our data
interpretations and study results. Their input helped to formulate our actions during the
planning phase of Cycle 1. The liaison was able to provide guidance on the best resources
available for faculty training in use of the LMS. The dean was able to provide specific
requirements for course assessment of Eng 101, while the other Eng 101 faculty could
confirm whether all their needs regarding better use of CAT were being addressed.
Member checking engages participants in reviewing data and findings that help ensure
their perspectives are accurately captured (Ivankova, 2015; Stringer 2014). I also
collaborated with the V-FLC team regularly during the process of the study, through
member debriefing and follow-up meetings and while working on the interventions and
evaluation cycle to confirm the findings at each phase (Litosseliti, 2003). We also
monitored the findings for accuracy by careful transcription of our focus groups,
checking them over with our participants, and providing quotations in the written analysis
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that captured their experience and understanding of the problem (Rubin & Rubin, 2012).
Dependability. This refers to the extent to which the study findings were
consistent and could be repeated. It denotes a systematic research process of data
collection and analysis (Ivankova, 2015). Triangulating different methods of data
collection and from different sources increases dependability (Ivankova, 2015). Action
research is evidence-based and centered on data-driven decision-making (Ivankova,
2015). I kept an audit trail in a reflective journal that helped provide documentary
evidence of the process of data collection, analysis, and interpretation (Ivankova, 2015;
Stringer 2014). Also, repeating the study in two consecutive cycles with the same study
participants teaching the same course strengthened its dependability. Finally, member
checking with study participants all throughout the research process to verify the
accuracy of the emerging themes, interpretations and conclusions helped our study to be
dependable (Ivankova, 2015).
Credibility. Irrespective of the methodology, all studies that determine a
relationship must eliminate alternate, plausible explanations (Krathwohl & Smith, 2005).
Recording all methodological decisions and their rationale throughout the study ensures
credibility by allowing readers to judge adequacy of decision-making in the final report
(Creswell & Clark, 2018). Studies that use mixed methods research are more credible
than single mode research since the types of data from the different approaches help
validate each other (Patton, 2002 as cited in Ivankova, 2015). By pooling the initial
quantitative data from a large sample size that included all faculty who teach Eng 101,
both full time and adjuncts, and purposefully choosing participants for the virtual focus
groups and V-FLC from the same pool reduced threats to credibility. A major strength of
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qualitative interviewing is that it produces highly credible results as long as the
researcher chooses his or her interviewees carefully and maintains transparency in the
collection and analysis of data (Rubin & Rubin, 2012). Our reporting of focus group
results addressed the questions of whether the objectives were achieved, what was
confirmed and challenged by the findings, and what new ideas emerged (Litosselitti,
2003). Ensuring confidentiality of the participants and maintaining a trustworthy
relationship with them also helped ensure credibility. The triangulation of data from
multiple sources helped in better understanding the problem, working on viable solutions
and credibility of the findings (Ivankova, 2015).
Transferability. By capitalizing on the strengths of both qualitative and
quantitative methods, mixed methods can help ensure the transferability of the action
research study to other contexts and settings (Ivankova, 2015). Combining sampling
strategies in quantitative and qualitative phases is advantageous in mixed methods since it
allows practitioner-researchers to achieve transferability of the results within the same
study, thus obtaining information about the scope and depth of the participants’ views
and experiences (Ivankova, 2015). Including rich, detailed descriptions of the emerging
themes, meta-inferences and conclusions of this action research study, and providing
detailed descriptions of the context, research setting and problem, we may help other
researchers to make comparisons to other contexts of a similar nature (Teddlie &
Tashakkori, 2009 as cited in Ivankova, 2015). Discussing with the V-FLC, my questions
aimed to provide enough details that answered each part of the research problem and we
asked follow-up questions when information is needed (Rubin & Rubin, 2012). To obtain
richness of details, I encouraged the V-FLC to focus on different perspectives on the
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research questions and seek multiple examples for each point being discussed. This
allowed us to generate new themes and fine-grained analysis that will make our results
thorough, convincing and engaging (Rubin & Rubin, 2012).
Role of the Researcher
Mixed methods and action research combine insider-outsider perspectives due to
a changing researcher’s role and the participatory nature of the approach, respectively. It
is important that the practitioner-researcher engages in the process of self-reflexivity
from the beginning of the study and acknowledges his, or her, own values and stances
prior to the data collection process and be willing to learn (Ivankova, 2015). Being
reflexive of one’s social identities in relation to other participants helps one better
understand the power-relations imbued in the research and helps one to address them in a
responsive and responsible way (Jacobson & Mustafa, 2019).
I have been teaching in the English department at this college over the last
fourteen years, and have developed a wealth of experience regarding assessment – both
summative and formative – by which we faculty evaluate our students and measure their
progress in a course. As a faculty who regularly teaches composition courses like Eng
101 and Eng 102, I have always been interested in assessment and student outcomes. I
have also served on the division Eng 101 and Eng 102 assessment committees, as well as
college-wide Learning Outcomes and Assessment Committee that have given me an
added understanding of how assessment data is essential for course and program
outcomes. Hence, I have had multiple opportunities to participate in conversations and
experiments regarding how to improve our use of assessment to reflect student learning
of our course and program outcomes better.
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My role as a full-time faculty teaching Eng 101 in all formats over the past ten
years and also as a member of the Division Assessment Committee and Learning
Outcome Assessment Committee shaped my beliefs and actions. As an insider action
researcher, I needed to combine advocacy with inquiry so that my beliefs, assumptions,
and inferences were openly tested and criticized (Coghlan & Brannick, 2010). Also, I
tried to make sure that I maintained absolute neutrality and objectivity throughout the
research study and the data collection and analysis remained relatively free from my
unacknowledged biases (Krathwohl & Smith, 2005). I attempted to allow the work to be
process-driven and be prepared for unexpected events (Postholm & Skrøvset, 2013).
As an action research framework involves active participation and collaboration
by members within a community (Herr & Anderson, 2005), my role as a researcher in
this study was more of a facilitator and guide who steered the participants and ensured
the protocols of a high-quality mixed method action research were being upheld and
maintained. I attempted to involve key stakeholders who might be interested in the issue
or affected by it directly or indirectly and that all stakeholders have a role in finding an
effective solution (Ivankova, 2015). I also aimed to identify and build on strengths, skills
and resources within the V-FLC and encouraged reciprocal exchange of ideas in a
respectful manner (Ivankova, 2015). I attempted to be honest and emotionally receptive
to impressions and expressions and practice good communicative skills (Postholm &
Skrøvset 2013). In the process, I might have developed practical knowledge of an
insider’s inquiry process and therefore was able to link theory to practice (Coghlan &
Brannick, 2010).
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Ethical Considerations
Ethical issues need to be considered in three contexts: research in general, action
research, and mixed methods research (Ivankova, 2015). I tried to make sure that the
entire research process took place in an ethical manner since it involved human subjects
in an educational setting. Creswell & Clark (2018) suggest getting IRB review for each
phase of a mixed-methods study separately. Obviously, prior to conducting the research, I
completed the IRB review needed both by my college’s review board as well as Rowan
University by submitting my data collection procedures and initial survey questions and a
tentative plan for the qualitative phases.
Four main challenges of an insider action researcher include access, preunderstanding, role duality and organizational politics (Coglan & Brydon-Miller, 2014).
As member of an organization, the researcher needs to be careful about access to
sensitive data and later dissemination of private information outside the organization
(Coglan & Brydon-Miller, 2014). I needed to carefully negotiate access with my
superiors and ensure that no sensitive data was publicized against their consent. Preunderstanding means as an insider action researcher there might be previous assumptions
and bias that I might bring to the study based on my own experiences. I attempted to
openly test and challenge this pre-understanding throughout the study and was open to
change.
Role duality implies being both a practitioner and researcher studying one’s own
practice (Ivankova, 2015). Such role duality might lead to conflict in role demands that I
made note to understand and deal with in a reasonable and responsible manner for
authenticity (Coghlan & Brannick, 2010). My relationship with the participants of the
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study as coworkers might have colored their responses and willingness to share their
thoughts and feelings regarding their instructional practice. I needed to make certain that
all participants were treated equally and not exploited. In addition, there was a risk of
familiarity bias and skewed interpretation of results, as I knew all participants (Coghlan
& Brannick, 2010). It is important in qualitative research to balance trust and relationship
building with ability to limit judgment in interpretation of data (Stringer, 2014; Rossman
& Rallis, 2017). Maintaining a reflective journal to document and justify our actions,
helped me discover where such conflict might occur and how they might be mitigated or
in some cases unavoidable.
I attempted to make sure that participation in the survey and focus group was
voluntary, open to all full and part-time faculty teaching Eng 101 and that all participants
knew of the purpose of my research and how I intended to use it only within the
academic setting. I tried to ensure that the research was conducted in a friendly and open
environment that was built on trust and mutual respect so that true collaborative learning
could take place. Online research has its own ethical considerations. All personal
identifiers of the participants were removed in my records and all information shared by
them were kept confidential subject to their approval. I tried to make sure that the
moderator focused on the questions in the focus group protocol while collecting data,
avoided leading questions or personal impressions and that I reported any contradictory
or negative results in our findings. Also, in addition to complying with general ethical
principles, practitioner-researchers have to consider ethical issues specific to action
research. Since the study participants have dual roles, the research process needs to
remain transparent to all participants (Stringer, 2014). I was careful to make sure that I
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explained both verbally and a written document to members of the V-FLC, my purpose
and intent of the study along with expectations from the committee members. The action
plan/intervention needs to be implemented and monitored in a consistent, collaborative,
and ethical manner (Ivankova, 2015). This study design from diagnosis to evaluation and
revision involved feedback and input from the V-FLC at all steps. Keeping my
participants included and informed throughout the research process made it both ethical
and equitable.
In regards to organizational politics, the ethical challenges are numerous.
Navigating politics is never an easy task and when asking questions, exposing issues,
finding gaps, the researchers need to be very careful and politically correct not to
overstep an ethical limit (Coglan & Brydon-Miller, 2014). Recognizing the key political
powers with a vested interest in the given study and engaging their support to minimize
opposition and resistance were also ethical dimensions I needed to consider. Further, I
tried to carefully negotiate power relations all through the action research process while
maintaining trust and confidentiality in the true spirit of collaboration (Coghlan &
Brannick, 2010).
Limitations
Krathwohl and Smith (2005) make a list of certain limitations to keep in mind
such as those related to resources, institution, ethics and time. This research design
needed to be realistic keeping these limitations in mind and indicated them in our written
account (Stringer, 2014).
This study suffered a number of limitations in matters of content, design and time
frame. Although, Eng 101 is a general education course that most students are required to
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take in their first or second year of college, there are many other humanities courses that
might have been explored in terms of their usage of CAT. Many of these courses might
be using assessment tools in innovative ways on Canvas, or might have more
collaboration among faculty in terms of reflective practice based on assessment.
Unfortunately, we were not able to look at those cases for this study’s sample and
consider them as part of our findings. A similar study involving more disciplines might
be useful for a more comprehensive understanding of different ways that faculty might
use Canvas assessment to inform their practice. The viewpoint and perspective of the
students as well as other stakeholders like administrators and staff in the information
technology division might also be included in future studies on this topic for a more wellrounded understanding of an institution’s policies and practices regarding assessment and
data-driven decision-making, using the tools of the new media like Canvas. Also, though
LMS assessment tools serve multiple purposes such as self and peer assessment, for the
purpose of the given study, we only looked at faculty assessment tools for student
outcomes. The study also assumes that the assessment tools can enable faculty to evaluate
student learning and provide interventions to target student areas of weakness in a
blended classroom. The focus of the study was not the development of quality
assessments but rather the implementation of assessment tools available on Canvas. No
doubt, the study might be limited as to whether the tools can accurately measure the
learning outcomes that Eng 101 is designed to achieve. The study of the outcomes
themselves and whether they are accurate representations of student skills in Eng 101 was
not the focus here.
Also, the methodological approach, which is an MMAR framework, is specific to
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the given context. As a result, the conclusions cannot be generalizable to other settings
and populations, although they might provide a valuable guide for other colleges using
LMS for assessment of their composition courses (Ivankova, 2015). Mixed methods
researchers also face the challenge of combining etic (numeric data) and emic (individual
perspectives) views in accurately utilizing and presenting the insider’s and outsider’s
view (Ivankova, 2015). Unequal sample size for both methods might be a challenge as
well as integrating the results for a joint conclusion especially if they diverge in findings.
The iterative process is a big limitation in conducting action research studies
where each cycle of investigation leads to new problems and new understandings
(Ivankova, 2015). Although action research involves iterative steps of planning, acting
and revising action through repeated cycles, for the purpose of this study it was not
possible to perform more than two cycles with a plan for further implementation in the
future (Coghlan & Brannick, 2010). Both lack of repetition and resources might be a
limitation in the analysis and interpretation of such widely differing data (Creswell &
Plano Clark, 2018).
The researcher needs to be careful about the resources available (Krathwohl &
Smith, 2005). The resources the V-FLC possessed to collect our data from were limited
in scope. Since data were collected from use of LMS tools in actual classrooms there
might be a problem with small classroom sizes or students dropping out or withdrawing
before the semester ends. Another limitation arose due to the nature of data collection
that was all online. Qualitative observations and field notes where the researcher visits
and observes the participant in action for note taking is a rich source of secondary data
(Creswell & Creswell, 2005). Also online focus groups lack the richness, spontaneity and
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creativity of in-person focus groups. Non-verbal communication and depth of response
are crucial for data based on interaction (Littoselitti, 2003). Online data collection did not
allow such opportunities of learning.
The institution or agencies involved as collaborators on the study project were
another limitation (Krathwohl & Smith, 2005). From an institutional level in terms of the
V-FLC that I created for this study, the dedication of the group to collaborate on this
project were somewhat affected by their work schedule and other commitments along
with their differing opinions regarding the best approach to this study. The student LMG
report that was used as another source of quantitative data for evidence of CAT use was
also limited by the participant’s subjectivity in what they chose to report.
However, action research focuses on a particular problem and aims to produce
practical knowledge that drives change in a particular setting. In the process, useable
knowledge is generated for a wider context (Coghlan & Brannick, 2010). I attempted to
build a positive relationship with my co-researchers, communicated to them clearly my
reasons for this study and its potential benefit for students, faculty, and the college
culture, as well as involved them actively in the research process. Also, triangulating the
study’s results using multiple sources was a measure to help overcome the limitations of
the proposed study and ensure its value as academic research.
Summary
In the current climate of learning, assessment practices that enhance
accountability and improvement are stressed (Russell & Markle, 2017). Goodrum et al.
(2005) state that, ideally, assessment “enhances learning, provides feedback about student
progress, builds self-confidence and self-esteem, and develops skills in evaluation”. In
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addition, they argue that effective learning occurs when correspondence exists between
teaching, evaluation, and results. One main feature of high order assessment is high-level
instruction, making instruction and assessment complement of each other (Mussawy,
2009). Therefore, due to its close relation with instruction and learning outcomes,
assessment has a key role in learning (Mussawy, 2009). At the same time, assessment
efforts need to be revisited and upgraded from time to time to reflect improvement in
student learning (Banta & Blaich, 2011). Also, faculty involvement in assessment efforts
is vital for student learning as well as institutional effectiveness (Jankowski, 2014).
In this day and age higher education is going through a lot of challenges regarding
the best way to prepare students for the new generation workforce and providing
evidence of student learning. In such an environment, blended learning, which is
supplementing face-to-face instruction with online learning tools offered through the
LMS is fast becoming a preferred pedagogical approach (Salisbury, 2018). Online
learning tools provide the opportunity to collect and process the data in a timely and
meaningful manner. Blended learning definitely has a transformative power to provide a
deep and meaningful learning experience that is student-centered. It is consistent with the
traditional values of higher education while providing an educational experience that is
both effective and efficient (Garrison & Kanuka, 2004).
According to practice theory, practitioners are the catalysts of change and play a
critical role in student success (Bensimon, 2007). New technology has had a major
impact on teaching and learning that can be integrated to produce a course that uses the
best of both instructional worlds (Lungu, 2013). Utilizing best practices related to
assessment and embedding them on the Canvas learning management system, allows
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faculty teaching ENG 101 tailor their traditional classroom practices to suit the needs of
the present generation of students many of whom are digital natives (Peterson, 2013).
Designing courses based on the theoretical underpinnings of the technology acceptance
model (Davis, 1986) and creating assessments on such e-learning platforms that target
higher order thinking skills and collaborative learning (Graham, 2006) allow faculty the
optimal use of the Canvas system. Overall, if faculty members collaborate and engage in
such decision- making activities involving their pedagogical approaches and instructional
design, it can only lead to more reflective practice and a sense of empowerment in
creating meaningful change that is essential for growth and a more socially just
community. After all, the primary purpose of action research is to produce practical
knowledge that leads to a more equitable and sustainable society (Ivankova, 2015).
Hopefully, this study can pave the way for future research in application of
blended learning models to language-based, general education courses like English
Composition. By improving use of CAT to inform faculty practice, this study can
encourage more awareness among faculty involving technology use that supplements
classroom instruction. It might also prompt administrators to provide more targeted
support and training for faculty use of LMS, and spur policymakers to focus on
educational reforms based on technological tools and their influence on student success.
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Chapter 4
Findings
This chapter presents our action research study’s findings as they relate to the
research questions and the overall purpose of this research. The learning management
system (LMS) has altered the educational landscape and the tools it provides are
supposed to improve grading and feedback making it more effective and efficient
(Martin, Tutty, & Yuvan, 2010). The problem that I diagnosed earlier was relevant to a
particular institution where faculty teaching English Composition (Eng 101) were not
using the LMS - Canvas - assessment tools (CAT) for course outcomes and student
improvement despite a push from administration to integrate these tools more for
instructional practice. LMS tools also seemed more suited for a blended environment to
supplement in-person instruction and provide opportunities for data based decisionmaking. Using a conceptual framework based on technology-acceptance theories
including TAM and UTAUT as well as learning models like Blended Learning and
Framework for Twenty-First Century Learning, I led a virtual faculty learning committee
(V-FLC) to explore the problem and then design a solution to increase faculty use of
these tools through faculty-led professional development. We conducted a mixed
methods action research study (MMAR) over twenty weeks in Spring 2021. In this
chapter, I discuss the action research cycles according to their phases during which the
data was collected and analyzed. I also present the themes that emerged during the data
analysis of each cycle, as well as steps taken to achieve rigor and quality. I follow this
with a discussion of the findings and a summary of the conclusions drawn. Hopefully, the
findings can prove useful to faculty who wish to utilize learner-centered assessment
techniques using the tools of the new millennium (Webber, 2012).
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Participant Sample and Setting
At our study site, I sent the initial survey to the entire English faculty on the
division list server requesting participation from anyone who had taught Eng 101. The
email also had a follow-up recruitment message, requesting volunteers currently teaching
Eng 101 and planning to teach it at least for the next semester, to participate in a V-FLC
to conduct an action research study on this topic. This was homogenous sampling since
selected individuals belonged to a sub-group with distinct characteristics (Creswell &
Plano Clark, 2018). Action research involves collaboration with participants as coresearchers and co-producers of knowledge (Jacobs, 2016). Originally, I had planned to
involve 6-8 members, including myself, to participate in the V-FLC. Based on that, I had
recruited 6 members to participate in the first virtual focus group. However, for the
planning and implementation of the action plan followed by the second V-FLC survey
and virtual focus group, we were 5 members due to scheduling conflicts of one member.
Although the initial plan was to conduct the study over the spring and summer semester,
a total of 22 weeks, we took advantage of the extended spring semester, a total of 20
weeks due to Covid-19, to complete both cycles. Secondly, though the initial plan was to
implement CAT in a blended classroom format, due to F2F classes being limited by
Covid-19, three of the V-FLC members actually implemented the tools in their remotelive Eng 101 classrooms. Of the six participants, four were mid-career women faculty
and two were senior women faculty (see table 2). All of them had some experience with
LMS tools and four participated in both cycles while two dropped out after the first cycle.
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Table 2
V-FLC Participant Description

Participants

Participant 1

Participant 2

Participant 3

Participant 4

Participant 5

Participant 6

LMS Tool
Career
Cycle
Experience
Description
Participation
Level
Some
Mid-career,
experience Participated
female
with LMS
in both cycles
faculty
tools
Some
Mid-career,
experience Participated
female
with LMS
in both cycles
faculty
tools
Some
Mid-career,
experience Participated
female
with LMS
in both cycles
faculty
tools
Some
Senior,
experience Participated
female
with LMS
in both cycles
faculty
tools
Some
Participated
Mid-career,
experience in cycle 1 till
female
with LMS
evaluation
faculty
tools
phase
Participated
Some
Senior,
experience in cycle 1 till
female
with LMS
planning
faculty
tools
phase

Cycles of Data Collection and Analysis
I adapted a mixed methods action research design as developed by Ivankova
(2015) to conduct my study involving two cycles and several phases of data collection
and analysis (see Figure 2). To test content validity and internal consistency of the items
being measured as well as to check for clarity, I first piloted the survey and focus group
questions on four faculty members from a different department who had taught Eng 101.
This was done in December 2020. Apart from some explanations needed to clarify some
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of the tools, they did not suggest any changes. I summarize below the data collection and
analysis process that took place in different phases of the cycles along with the findings.
Cycle 1 Data Collection and Analysis
Reconnaissance Phase. In the first cycle, to diagnose the problem I sent out a
survey consisting of 16 items using Qualtrics, the official Rowan University survey tool
via the Humanities division dean to the entire English faculty in the second week of
January 2021. Of the 40 full and part-time faculty to whom I sent the survey, fifteen
participants responded to the survey, which was the entire full-time English faculty. Of
these, six volunteered to join me in the V-FLC. They are referred to as participants 1-6 in
the data analysis section.
I later shared both the report and my findings with the V-FLC, to inform the
discussion during our first virtual focus group (see Table 3 column 1 below). The group
met in the beginning of February 2021 via my personal Zoom account. In the meeting,
which took over two hours the V-FLC collaboratively examined and agreed upon the
issues at stake along with the theoretical underpinnings of the action plan.
This meeting enabled the V-FLC to develop an understanding regarding the key
issues involved from their own perspective, while building on each other’s views, and to
identify potential solutions through collective decision-making (Litosseliti, 2003).
We developed a list of 112 codes and grouped the codes into patterns and
ultimately condensed these further into the following four broad categories surrounding
CAT: benefits, problems, existing support surrounding use, and faculty needs for better
use. Because of the cyclical nature of action research, below I present the findings from
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each phase under the corresponding research questions to demonstrate the ways in which
the data were collected sequentially and then used to inform the next stage.
Cycle 1 Quantitative Findings (Reconnaissance Phase)
Research Question # 1 a. What LMS assessment tools do Eng 101 faculty use at
the start of the study? The survey sent out to the entire English faculty sought to find out
faculty’s familiarity with CAT. Of the 15 people who responded, 13 said they used some
assessment tools at some point to support their in-person teaching, while two responded
saying they have never used them. Faculty who responded “yes” mostly used the quizzes
or survey tool (46 %) and fewer respondents indicated that they used the rubrics (25 %)
and LMG tools (21%). However, their use of the outcomes tools was low (8 %) and none
of the faculty indicated that they were using the learning analytics (LA) tool at all (see
Table 3).

Table 3
Survey Data on Eng 101 Faculty CAT Use
Answer
Quizzes/Surveys
Learning
Analytics
Learning Mastery
Gradebook
Rubric
Outcomes
Total

Percentage
45.83%

Count
11

0.00%

0

20.83%

5

25.00%
8.33%
100%

6
2
24
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Research Question # 1 b. How frequently are LMS assessment tools used by
faculty teaching English 101 courses? Almost half of the survey respondents use the
quizzes/survey or rubrics tool (46%) at least a couple of times in the semester and a
majority of the respondents reported never using the outcomes (77 %), learning analytics
(100 %), or LMG tool at all (50 %). Interestingly, some of this data did not match the
earlier survey results, where some faculty reported using the LMG tool (21 %). The VFLC focus group discussion revealed that many faculty did not have a clear concept of
the LMG tool (confusing it with regular gradebook) and therefore had answered “yes”
when asked if they used this tool in the earlier survey.
Research Question # 1 c. What factors shape faculty use of LMS assessment
tools in English 101 courses? The survey data suggest that factors shaping LMS tool use
include their ease of use and usefulness, as well as factors like professional support and
development, along with a culture of usage in the division. To start, one possible factor
influencing LMS assessment tool use was faculty acceptance of their ease of use. To find
out faculty opinion regarding usability of CAT, we asked a question regarding their ease
of use. Out of the 14 respondents, 50 % chose “neutral” as their reply showing that they
were not sure whether these tools were easy to use or had no clear opinion on either side,
while the rest were divided with 21 % agreeing that they were easy to use and 21 %
disagreeing that they were easy to use. In a similar strain, when faculty were asked
whether the tools required technical expertise to use, again 50 % of the respondents were
neutral while 35 % disagreed and 14 % agreed with that statement.
Another factor shaping LMS tool use we found was faculty understanding and
acceptance of their usefulness for assessment work and student engagement. The next set
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of questions asked about the usefulness or value of the CAT. When asked whether the
rubric tool could make grading and feedback more efficient, there was almost an equal
divide between participants who thought they did (50 %) and those who were unsure (43
%), with only one disagreeing. This number was a good indicator of why this tool was
being used at least a couple of times in the semester by some of the faculty since they felt
it was useful for their practice. On the other hand, when asked about the function of LA
tool in helping students track their own progress, most participants chose “neutral”
signifying that they were either unsure or unaware of how this purpose was served since
they had never used it as indicated in their earlier response (see Table 3). Or, that they
had a mixed opinion about this purpose and could not clearly take a side. Interestingly,
almost 36 % “agreed” that the LA tool served this purpose of helping students though
none “ strongly agreeing,” which indicated that no respondent found this function very
helpful. Also, as previously determined from research question 1 a, none of the
respondents indicated that they were using the LA tool, which again showed that just
acceptance of the value of a tool was not enough to determine adoption as long as faculty
were not confident of their ease of use.
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Table 4
Survey Data on LA Tool Use to Monitor Student Progress
Answer
5 times or more

Percentage

Count

7.14%

1

3-4 times

21.43%

3

Once or twice

21.43%

3

Never

50.00%

7

100%

14

Total

In a similar vein, when asked about the function of the LMG tool in providing semesterend closing the loop data, the majority of the respondents, 71.43 % were “neutral,” while
the remaining 21 % agreed, and only 7 % strongly agreed. While none of the respondents
“disagreed” with the statement, their choice of neutrality suggests that they had no
opinion for or against this statement. Again, this indicated that most faculty were unsure
or unaware of the use of this tool, or have not used it for this purpose, even though at
least 20 % said they used it in some way (see Table 5 below).
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Table 5
Survey Data on LMG Tool Use for Closing-the-Loop
Answer
Strongly
Agree
Agree
Neutral
Disagree
Strongly
Disagree
Total

Percentage Count
14%

1

21.43%
71.43%
0.00%

3
10
0

0.00%

0

100%

14

Other factors, we found that were pertinent to faculty use of LMS assessment
tools included availability of professional development and support, along with a culture
of usage division wide. This was established from our next sub-set of questions where
respondents were asked about their ability and willingness to use CAT (see Tables 6 and
7 below respectively).

Table 6
Comparison of Faculty Preparedness to Teach vs. Intention/Willingness to Teach Based
on Professional Development (PD)
Agree

Neutral

Disagree

7

4

3

14

Willingness/Intention
to Teach based on
PD

11

2

1

14

Total

18

6

4

28

Preparedness to
Teach
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Table 7
Comparison of Faculty Preparedness to Teach vs. Intention/Willingness to Teach Based
on a Culture of Usage in Division
Agree

Neutral

Disagree

7

4

3

14

Willingness/Intention
to Teach based on
Culture of Usage

10

3

1

14

Total

17

7

4

28

Preparedness to
Teach

Total

Interestingly, when participants were asked whether they were prepared to use
these tools in blended Eng 101 classes almost 50 % of them agreed. Almost 28 % were
neutral while 21 % disagreed. However, by the way faculty answered the previous
questions, it appeared that most of them were not prepared and therefore would not have
agreed with this statement. There obviously existed a gap between intention to use and
actual use of a system that depended on a couple of factors.
We noted some of these factors determining faculty intention to use the
assessment tools when asked whether they would be willing to use the tools if given more
course-specific professional training and support. Majority of the respondents, 78 %,
agreed with this statement. There were only 14 % who were neutral on this statement
while only 7 % disagreed. Finally, the last question asked whether faculty would be
willing to use CAT if a culture of such usage existed within the discipline, and like the
previous question, 69 % agreed or strongly agreed with the statement, while 23 % were
neutral, and 8 % disagreed. Again, this implied that most faculty were willing to use CAT
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in a blended classroom even though their pedagogical and technical competencies might
not be high, as long as they had professional support, focused training, and division-wide
adoption.
Cycle 1 Qualitative Findings (Reconnaisance Phase)
Research Question # 2. What do V-FLC members perceive as conditions needed
to enhance their experience using LMS assessment tools? To answer the second research
question, I had facilitated the first virtual focus group where participants first reflected on
the advantages and disadvantages of the tools as a precursor to identifying conditions to
enhance that experience. We found, overall, that faculty considered those conditions
important that would increase their understanding of these tools in terms of ease and
usefulness and give them more self-directed training and support based on their needs.
The following themes had emerged as significant to our study from the data collected
from that discussion.
Increase in Understanding and Familiarity. Understanding of the purpose of a
tool and familiarity with its application was a condition needed to enhance faculty use of
CAT. The qualitative data indicate that certain tools, like quizzes, surveys, and rubrics,
were used more than others like the outcomes, LA, or LMG tools. This was also evident
in the survey responses. The former tools were those that many faculty used even prior to
Canvas, in a traditional classroom setting. These tools seemed easy to implement as well,
compared to others that the participants did not know about. As participant 4 remarked:
I just think faculty don't have any other knowledge about what Canvas can do.
And so we don't necessarily spend as much time as we would, or as we could.
And we also don't work Canvas to its fullest potential. And because of that, you
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know, it's only partially sustainable. It's sustainable enough to create my class,
and checked assignments, but we don't use those other tools, which would further
sustainable use, such as assessment and outcomes.
Some participants expressed technological difficulties as being a source of
resistance. As participant 1 claimed, “I’m not particularly techie and some of it was
cumbersome for me.” Participant 6 added, “Instead of imposing it on us… I think that a
demonstration, and then workshops would definitely be useful for all of them… I think
the resistance comes from a place of not knowing what this tool is being used for.” The
theme that emerged suggested faculty use of CAT was based on familiarity and prior
understanding.
Suitability of Assessment Tools. We also found that another condition faculty
needed to increase use of CAT was ensuring the suitability of the tool to the assessment
method. Participants in their virtual focus group discussion mentioned a wide-array of
assessment methods that they were using from “grading papers,” to “student written
reflections,” to “portfolio reading.” Participant 4 indicated such a method, “you know
what I liked, when we used to assess portfolios, right, we used to have students write a
reflection of what they learned what their strengths and weaknesses were.” Participant 2
also mentioned, “occasionally I do reflective surveys, where, you know, maybe once a
month, I have students reflect on their progress and what they're doing.” Participant 6
admitted:
I use my own rubrics…but not always the rubrics in Canvas… And I guess the
reason that we are not using all of the tools on Canvas are because we are trying
like we had before we adopted Canvas, we had already adopted some uniform
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modes of assessment. But we have a lot of other assessments as well. So I think
that's one of the primary reasons why we are not using outcomes and the Learning
Mastery Gradebook, I think.
Since there was no requirement for uniformity in assessment task or procedure, faculty
could choose from such a wide variety of assessment methods according to
individualistic teaching style. This also allowed faculty to concentrate only on certain
CAT, or as participant 5 mentioned, “[other] non- CAT tools that were self-created,” and
that were suited for their assessment method. In other words, just finding a tool useful or
beneficial did not necessitate faculty to use it unless the given tool was suitable or
relevant to the assessment methods in place.
Faculty and Student Usefulness. We also found that increasing awareness
regarding the usefulness of CAT to their practice was a condition to enhance their use.
One of the themes that emerged during our first virtual focus group meeting was the
benefit of using CAT by members of the faculty as well as by the students. Participant 6
pointed that out, “Canvas has so many great features, you know, like polls, creation of
assignments, and tools to help in the learning, I think that many of my colleagues focused
on those tools, rather than the assessment tools.” Participant 5 added, “I'm glad people are
using it more, because I think it's a great tool for students. It's what technology [does] you
know. Once you get habituated, you see, it becomes easy… makes a lot a lot of things
easier.” Usefulness of tools that faculty were familiar with seemed to play a role in their
attitude towards the tool and therefore an important condition for adoption.
Student Engagement and Ownership. Utilizing the tools to support student
learning was definitely seen as a condition to enhance use. In terms of benefits to students
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there were 11 excerpts we coded that were related to student engagement and ownership
over their own learning. Participant 1 highlighted:
I mean, …especially about them getting work in they follow canvas, it puts the
upcoming dates for them whenever they log in what to do next…. And they see it
as their to do next thing, so they do it. So I think that keeps them on track….
students’ can see specifically seeing what they don’t know.
Participant 5 added benefits of using CAT for students, ”They can read my comments.
It's all there. I know. It's there. They know it's there. And we can get back to it. So I think
it works...keeping them on track to hand in their assignments” She also added specifically
about the quizzes, “The quizzes help because for some reason they take quizzes seriously
and they do the reading taking the quizzes seriously.” Participant 6 noted:
They're also just more aware of how they're doing in class, because every time I
post a grade in Canvas, they get a notification, you know, and they're like, okay,
wait a minute, my grade went down, it went up… and so I think it, it engages
them more…and I really do think it's helped my students, because now more of
them are submitting their work on time..
Participant 1further mentioned, “To serve our students we have to use some of their stuff,
that’s like new, what’s best for them, and serving them better. Because these are the tools
they are using more.” Another respondent, participant 2, referred to the evidence of
learning made possible by CAT. She said, “ that’s what they [students] want…they just
want a quantifiable answer. Did I do the paper correctly or not? What’s my grade?” In
other words, the data based, decision-making seemed to be a positive aspect of CAT,
since it allowed them a quantifiable understanding of their progress and learning.
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Increase in Faculty Efficiency. We found that faculty considered increase in
efficiency and organization as important conditions needed to enhance use of CAT.
Participant 1 mentioned that, “if I had something like this [rubrics], I wouldn’t feel it
takes me a long time, because right now I feel like I’m trying to use my own hunch. But
this would just give me the answer.” Participant 3 added, “And for us, because we spend
so much time just grading papers, …reading that if we could have these tools to give us
those other answers, it just would be much more helpful.” Participant 4 mentioned, “they
[students] like the quizzes…I get much better class discussion.” In terms of organization,
participant 5 mentioned, “ I have found it excellent in terms of nobody can tell me that I

lost their paper.” Monitoring student progress was also a benefit of CAT. So, regarding
the LA tool, participant 2 mentioned:
And I think that the new [learning] analytics would do that. Right. It will tell me
more about what's going on….But I do think the new [learning] analytics would
give me a much clearer understanding of student performance, especially in
online classes with the remote live, it's so much easier to track because I see them.
The indication seemed to be that the new modality of teaching that was enforced due to
the pandemic made faculty, even those who were not using Canvas so much before, more
dependent on the tools of the platform and therefore able to see some of the abovementioned benefits.
Evidence of Effectiveness. While discussing the utility and usefulness of these
specific assessment tools – the rubrics, quizzes, outcomes, LMG or LA - we also made
certain serendipitous discovery of other CAT that faculty were using and found effective,
such as the discussion tool and the peer review feature under assignments. Participants
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suggested more evidence of effectiveness of these tools as a condition to enhance their
overall use. As participant 4 described:
But that peer review thing that Canvas has is awesome, because when I used to do
it, where someone would forget their paper or someone didn't have it, that was a
problem. Now, as long as they've submitted it, you can literally go in and assign
that. But there's a thing that comes up when you hit assign them a partner, and
then their partner has access to their paper, and can write comments on it. And it
makes peer review so much more successful like that is actually, for me the
biggest success of Canvas…I’ve got a lot better using it. And I think I really do
think it's helped my students, because now more of them are submitting their
work on time…you just need time to play with it.
In other words, time spent on not only understanding and implementing a tool, but also
practicing with it and experiencing the impact it can have on classroom practice, was
definitely a key for faculty to consider in their use of CAT. Another feature was
Unicheck, the plagiarism checking tool that Canvas has installed to check student work
for proper documentation and authenticity. As participant 1 highlighted,
All of my students submitted their work, you know, all of it is going through
Unicheck. I like that, especially since I'm very strict about you know, getting
things in and on top of that, I can have the assignment open and close at certain
times, you know. So my usage of it is very, very basic but productive.
She emphasized that even very basic usage of CAT that did not require much technical
expertise could lead to student engagement and prove valuable to their practice.
Participant 3 also agreed, “ I think it works well in that sense…just made [student
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submissions] a lot more organized.” This suggested that even small instructional
changes incorporating technology where the benefits were evident could raise faculty
willingness to adapt the LMS features and tools.
This theme of benefits of using CAT was in line with the quantitative survey
where at least 50 % faculty were using the rubrics as well as quizzes/survey tools and
agreed that the rubrics tool was making grading and feedback more efficient. The
findings seemed to suggest that respondents perceived CAT in general, including the
ones they were not using, to be beneficial for faculty and students, but needed more
evidence of effectiveness.
Ease of Use. Increasing ease of use was another condition to promote use of the
LMS assessment tools. In our study, another serendipitous discovery we made was how
faculty regarded Canvas use in general though not for assessment in particular.
Participants mentioned different tools they were using like the discussion board,
conference or attendance feature that were simple to set up and implement. As participant
4 noted, “Canvas has so many excellent features. And many of them are quite easy to
use.” The finding seemed to suggest that faculty perception regarding ease of use
determined their use of and satisfaction with these tools. This finding was in agreement
with the survey question on “ease of use” and signified why faculty were not using these
tools to their optimum benefit since most of them were not sure if the tools were easy to
use so required more hands-on training with them.
Administrative Support. We also found that administrative support and
understanding of faculty needs was a key condition to enhance use of CAT. There were at
least 20 excerpts associated with the theme of CAT problems and challenges and many
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included references to lack of administrative support. In other words, participants
perceived that administrators were expecting them to use these tools on top of their
workload without offering them the needed support and training. As participant 4 noted,
“the vast majority of us who use Canvas, know how to enter our grades. And I feel like
from the administration side, that's all the training we've ever gotten, build your shell
putting your quizzes, your assignments, your discussions, and do your grades.”
To add, participant 2 remarked, “Most of us had no clue [about the assessment tools]. So
it's like those things, you know, that's being pushed on us, but not really being shown us
how to exactly use them. There's no education involved.” In other words, oftentimes
faculty are pressured to use these tools by administration assuming that they already
know how to use them. She later added about the LMG:
I mean, the learning mastery tab in the gradebook actually has to be turned on in
the settings. So if they [the instructors] don't have it turned on, they really are
unaware, right? Most of them were not even aware of that and they just thought it
was the regular gradebook.
Therefore, lack of awareness was a vital factor that was not being addressed which
resulted in faculty resistance to these tools. This was reiterated by participant 2 who
admitted, “I’ve never looked at the learning mastery before.” Lack of understanding also
made the tools intimidating. As participant 3 noted about the learning analytics tool, “I’ve
seen it, but I’m not sure how necessarily to interpret it.” Therefore, awareness and
familiarity with the tools was definitely a stepping stool to predict their use.
Administrative support definitely seemed a condition for sustaining use. As participant 2
suggested,
146

But I think in order to make it sustainable, I think we also have to make the
administration see value in it and see value in us for implementing it… I think this
is something that faculty would be open to in our department, if it were offered by
faculty, if it was funded by the administration... they pay faculty for their time to
do this kind of work.
The comment above, like the ones that are discussed previously, signify that a
culture of usage with regards to CAT can only be expected if faculty work hand in
hand with the higher-ups to embrace it. Top-down initiatives would only be
acceptable in the long-term through recognition and proper support of faculty
efforts to adapt and implement them.
Professional Development Needs. While discussing conditions to enhance LMS
tool use, participants mentioned professional development needs in terms of format,
timing, and content. Such professional development needed to target specific and relevant
tools for Eng 101 faculty, based on sound pedagogy and offered at a more convenient
time based on incentives. These conditions address faculty dissatisfaction with the current
professional development offered as came up in the discussion of barriers and obstacles
to CAT acceptance.
In terms of format of professional development offered currently by the college,
participant 1 commented, “ [the workshops] kind of gave us just a very bland overview of
how to use certain things.” Similarly, participant 5 noted, “lack of training is definitely a
factor….because, we were not really shown.” In other words, the professional
development seemed to be geared towards a general overview of the Canvas platform for
beginning instructors and not really focused on its various tools.
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The timing of professional development offered to faculty also seemed to be an
issue as well as the lack of incentives. Instead of being offered at a convenient time like
the summer breaks, the fact that these workshops were held during the regular, busy
semesters when faculty already had course loads and committee work to deal with
seemed “overwhelming” according to participant 1. As participant 2 expressed, “all of
this being dumped on us at once in a one hour professional development workshop, it just
doesn't help.” She implied that the time needed for learning something from these
workshops and applying them was not enough in the middle of a busy semester. She
further added:
And, you know, it's one of those things too, because it's professional
development, it's on your own time [meaning no extra time allotted], you're not
getting paid extra for it, you know, so some faculty are just like, well, I'm
spending enough time anyway, probably I don't need to attend. This is how some
people feel like, you know, it just doesn't fit my schedule or whatever.
Thus lack of incentives was another factor that accounted for faculty resistance to
participating in the workshops. Another problem with current professional development
seemed to be the content offered. There seemed to be a general consensus that the
training offered was too vague and not really focused on any of the specific tools that
faculty might find useful. Different participants brought this up in their comments. For
instance, participant 1 remarked,
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I don't recall ever having to create a rubric in it or do anything on that….If that
initial training had talked about any of that [LMS assessment tools] we might
have, or I might have been more apt to want to learn how to use those.
The content also was not learner-centric as she points out later “There was no feedback
on anything.” Again, participant 3 emphasized, “there's no communication between what
the faculty need and what distance learning is giving.” She also commented on the
training being “too abstract.” Speaking of the outcomes, participant 4 remarked:
You can't really play with the point value of them [the outcomes], since they're
kind of just a static point system. But if you bring them into the rubric, it just kind
of enhances it. But I know a lot of folks don't use the outcomes since they don’t
understand it.
Her words pointed to a failure in the training to address areas where faculty were
struggling with adapting these tools smoothly. Participant 2 agreed with that, stating, “ I
think with a lot of these outcomes, they're kind of a static thing. So you have to create
them, you know, before you build those assessments out, and I think that's where also
maybe it's a little confusing for folks, or it's a little more time consuming.” Thus, she
pointed out a major problem in implementation of these tools, which was related to more
targeted training needed. Participant 5 added that it seemed, “the person who was doing it
wasn’t really sure how to do it.” Thus, she expressed doubt in the expertise of the
workshop facilitator. She mentioned a “disconnect” between the rubrics and the
outcomes, which was supported by participant 2 who said, “I don't use the rubrics
because of that reason too. I couldn't make it fit. So I was like, forget it, I'm just not
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gonna use it.” These comments point to the content lacking in pedagogical depth along
with not serving faculty needs and therefore there was a lack in faculty confidence with
the usefulness of the trainings offered.
LMS Tools are Time Consuming for Faculty and Students. Optimizing time
involved to practice implementation of the above tools was perceived as a vital condition
to enhance their use. Participants brought up the time constraints involved to study and
practice using the tools. As participant 5 admitted, “I just don’t have time for this,” when
she looked at the LMG for the first time. Participant 1 spoke of something similarly when
she said, “it involved lot of screen time…and was too time-consuming.”
Participant 1 also raised the time problem from student perspective:
it takes so long just to train the students how to use some of these things,
especially with the 101 students… just going over the instructions again and
again… I lose a lot of class time. I mean, stressing, go here, do this do that.
Therefore, her words emphasized that training need to consider how to optimize time
involved for both faculty and student understanding and implementation of the tools.
Individualized Support. Differentiated or individualized support was identified as
a key condition to enhance use. Along with expressing their frustration with the manner
of current professional development surrounding Canvas tools, participants also
identified different strategies that helped them use the assessment tools, or Canvas tools
in general. Participants reported that the “20 minute tech Tuesdays,” where faculty could
pop in the distance education live chat room to learn about specific topics was helpful. It
also seemed that many instructors needed that “basic one on one training.” As participant
5 pointed out, “right now, we are kind of at different places.” Therefore, individualized
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professional support was needed. Individualized support identified by participants also
centered on their learning style and their own role in the learning process. As participant
4 identified,
the way it has been working for me anyway, is that each semester each year,
sometimes I choose one or two new things that I want to learn how to do. And I
try to learn those and not worry about everything else.
Targeted Training. While discussing the needs of faculty for better use of LMS
tools, in the first meeting of the V-FLC, the idea of learning styles and preferences came
up repeatedly including the themes of targeted training and better awareness as conditions
to enhance use of CAT. Participant 1 described the need for a more “hands-on approach”
as she explained,
If I were to take any courses, like okay, learning how to do the mastery grade
book, or analytics tool, or whatever. I would want time to see, you know, to be
able to go into my shell and check things out, or do it myself, and report back on
it and get help.
She thus emphasized the need for targeted training based on learning styles of different
faculty.
Using the data collected through the assessment tools to implement change was
also brought up, as a faculty mentioned that “you collect the data, you find out what the
data says and then you try to implement changes… we have to be allowed to change the
curriculum based on the results of what the assessment is showing.” Participant 1
suggested the need to take the training “step by step…for those of us who aren’t doing
this at all. And I think then, we can apply it to the final paper.” Participant 3 also
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reiterated the need of training in “shorter chunks” to understand implementation of the
tools. In other words, faculty needs in terms of better professional development and
support, as determined from the qualitative data agreed with the quantitative survey data
where 78 % of respondents indicated a preference for course-specific training and
support.
Mutual Support and Collaboration. Participants felt the knowledge they
exchanged with colleagues and opportunities for collaborative practice was a desirable
condition to increase use of CAT. As participant 3 admitted, “Everything I've learned I
either taught myself or I asked a colleague.” This was also supported by the words of
participant 2, “And therefore, you know, you pluck a few things out of the air that help
you and then you just kind of ask each other.” Moreover, participant 5 mentioned the
importance of practicing what you learned that has helped her learn new Canvas tools and
strategies working in small groups. She emphasized, “But then everyone will get a
chance to actually do it. To take presenter role so like, okay, you know, practice sharing
your screen, you know. Everyone gets to do it and I think people need that practice.” She
further stressed the need for familiarity and mutual trust as conditions for seeking help.
“I'm more comfortable going to the people I know, within the department…we're always
like, you know, exchanging ideas and working together.” Interestingly, participant 3 also
admitted how she learned about using Canvas more from her colleagues rather than the
professional development workshops offered on campus. She remarked,
I did not learn how to use Canvas because I had gone to the professional
development workshop. Rather, I learned how to use Canvas, because I had two
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colleagues, who really, you know, took time and helped me set up my class on
how to import things.
Participant 1 agreed with that notion of collaboration in her remark, “I think this kind of
just bouncing ideas back and forth from each other is helpful. It gives you a sense of like,
I'm not the only one drowning here.” This finding indicates that faculty perceive mutual
support and collaboration to be important for use of the CAT but they also rely on their
own experimentation and independent learning.
Culture of Usage. Closely related to the previous theme, as one of the
determinants of the acceptance and use of CAT, was definitely an existing culture of
usage within the department. As participant 4 mentioned,
But I also think that just as a discipline, it will make this whole assessment piece
so much easier for us, if we just decide before the semester starts, this is what
we're going to assess this semester… you just stick it on the end of every
assignment or the major assignments anyway.
Participant 3 also added to the need of discipline-wide acceptance of the tools with her
remark, “if we're all in it together, we got to make sure we are all with the same
numbers.” These remarks point to the importance of a communitywide awareness,
acceptance, and use of tools that would facilitate members to embrace them more.
Cycle 1 Quantitative Findings (Evaluation Phase)
Research Question # 3. What is V-FLC members’ preparedness for using LMS
assessment tools in blended Eng 101 courses after participating in faculty-led
professional development? We found that faculty were prepared to some extent for using
CAT in blended Eng 101 classes after participating in faculty-led professional
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development though they needed more training and support. Participants’ use of LA,
outcomes, or LMG tool was not evident in the initial survey and first focus group, but
now in the second survey most participants indicated that their preparedness to use LA
and the outcomes tool was good. Also, most participants seemed most prepared to use the
rubrics and least prepared to use the LMG tool. Based on their responses to the second
survey it appeared that the participants were still at different levels with regards to tool
use from excellent to poor requiring further planning for the next set of workshops (see
Table 8).

Table 8
V-FLC Preparedness to Use CAT After Participating in Cycle 1 Workshops
V-FLC Preparedness Level
Canvas
Assessment
Tool Use
Quizzes &
Surveys
Rubrics

Excellent

Learning
Mastery
Gradebook for
Closing the
Loop

Fair

Poor

1

2

3

1

1

3

2

Outcomes
Learning
Analytics
Learning
Mastery
Gradebook for
Outcomes

Good

3

1

1

1

1

1

2

2

2

3

Based on Ivankova and Wingo (2018), our second cycle began with planning
further workshops that addressed questions that were raised at the end of the first cycle.
In the action phase, V-FLC members started to implement the chosen assessment tools-
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rubrics, outcomes, LA, and LMG- in one respective section each of their Eng 101 classes
for their final assignments.
Cycle 2 Qualitative Findings (Evaluation Phase)
Research Question # 4 a. How do V-FLC members describe their experience in
faculty-led professional development to support their use of LMS assessment tools in
blended Eng 101 classes? V-FLC self-designed mini workshops, that certain members
including I collaboratively led in conjunction with the instructional support-staff of
distance education, were a positive experience to participants and supported their use of
CAT for assessment purpose in multiple ways. However, faculty needed further training
and support to sustain their use. The evolving themes that led to this finding are discussed
below.
Faculty-led PD Compared to Traditional PD. When the V-FLC members
participated in the second virtual focus group at the end of the semester they described
their experience in faculty-led PD by comparing it to the traditional PD being offered at
the college. One of the themes that emerged regarding the traditional PD workshops was
that they were too broad and lacked in pedagogical content. As participant 2 noted:
Regarding Canvas, I don't think they go into the kind of details that we went into
for this. And it's just sort of a basic overview. And I remember, like, I didn't really
learn how to use Canvas…they give you this sweeping overview…I still don’t
know how to use this.
Her words highlighted the disconnect between traditional PD and participants’ learning
needs. Participant 3 supported that by saying,
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I don't think any of the distance ed. training is like at the advanced level. I've gone
to basic Canvas and basically everything they showed I thought I had previously
taught myself. And so I think they just need to really streamline the process of the
trainings for Canvas quite a bit, and be much more specific in how they teach
faculty members to use Canvas.
Her comments also emphasized the nature of traditional PD that was too general in its
coverage and not learner-centric. She later added this important point that was also
brought up in the first focus group meeting:
I don't feel like that online certification has anything to do with pedagogy. It has
to do with how to build a Canvas shell. So, first you do the first part of the course,
where they tell you this is how you make a quiz. This is how you put discussions
and this is how you, you know, create an assignment X, Y and Z. This is how you
use the grade book. And then they tell you to go into your shell and just create a
course. And they're calling that online pedagogy and it's not that you know,
because to me, that's same as just basically how to build a shell.
Participant 1 also stressed, “I took the PD on outcomes multiple times and just couldn’t
get a handle on it…I didn’t see the value of it.” Thus, from the comments above it
seemed obvious that participants perceived a disconnection between the training being
offered and what they considered important in the classroom. Also, the diverse needs of
the participants, along with the pedagogical content did not seem to be addressed
adequately in the traditional PD.
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On the other hand, while speaking about the faculty-led workshops, V-FLC
members reported the workshops were more effective than traditional PD to increase
their understanding of CAT. As participant 4 mentioned,
I think this was a lot better, because, you know, we’re a smaller group…you were
able to actually go into a class with us and show us how to set it up, one on one,
and I think that helped…we were able to actually pull up our class and do
something that was meaningful.
Therefore, she pointed to the value of personal touch that participants experienced in the
given workshops. Participant 2 also reiterated the usefulness of the small workshops by
saying,
I think another thing that was good about this was that you followed up with us…
and I guess it’s hard to do that with a regular PD workshop. But I think that was
key that we had homework. This was more like a course that a one shot
workshop.
This discussion implied that monitoring the training sessions and enabling trainees to
check their learning were other elements that participants liked about the faculty-led
workshops. In agreement, participant 3 also emphasized the value of attending the V-FLC
workshops:
So I do think small faculty-led discussion and trainings like this are absolutely
necessary. Because yes, I learned so much just coming to your workshops, in
terms of ways to use Canvas more. So I do question the fact that Canvas, and I
guess the training aspect of Canvas is being led by a department that also doesn't
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teach. And I think that's the issue for me that, you know, while they may have the
technical side …I don't know if they have the teaching side of it, to actually infuse
Canvas into a classroom setting. And so from that perspective, I would say more
faculty-led workshops like this one would definitely increase sustainability and
interest and use and I think faculty would value Canvas more by getting this kind
of small group one or close to one on one assistance. You know, it's specifically
designed to the classroom and the assignment.
The above comments exemplified that faculty-led workshops that are more personalized
and intimate provide a self-directed learning environment where participants feel engaged
and empowered to learn at their own pace.
Next, the V-FLC members discussed their experience of implementing CAT in
the classroom after participating in the faculty-led PD. The theme emerging here signify
that faculty found the tools useful, overall, though they still faced challenges requiring
more needs-specific training and support in understanding the data that the tools provide.
Problems and Challenges of LMS Tools. V-FLC members discussed the
problems or challenges that they were still experiencing with the Canvas tools.
Understanding the number value of the outcomes as pre-set in the tools was a problem.
For instance, speaking about the outcomes rubric participant 1 mentioned, “There’s
something weird about mine…some of them say like four out of four and others say four
out of five.” Participant 2 made a similar point about the outcome scores saying:
now how are these fractions coming up...There was a decimal at the top of the
average and I guess that’s because some of them were out of four and some of
them were out of five. I guess that’s the piece that I don’t understand.
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Participant 1 also mentioned how learning about these new tools was “a lot to process in
one semester” and seemed a little “intimidating.” In other words, the training offered, no
matter how focused and limited to a small group, could get overwhelming considering the
demands of faculty workload, committee charges and other responsibilities.
Diagnosing and Intervening on Learning Needs. V-FLC members also reported
about the usefulness and effectiveness of CAT. After participating in the faculty-led
professional development and workshop, participant 2 remarked about the benefit of
using the CAT for closing-the-loop. She said,
But if I had something like this, I wouldn't feel it takes me a long time [to identify
areas of weakness], because [right now] I feel like I'm trying to use my own
hunch. But this would just give me the answer [in terms of what needs to be
stressed on for an improvement in outcome mastery].
Her comment highlighted the usefulness of CAT in improvement-based feedback that
could lead to mastery of outcome and therefore enable accountability through closing the
loop on outcome assessment.
Monitoring Student Progress and Engagement. Participant 3 expressed
something positive about the LA tool in terms of understanding student engagement. “I
think you get a sense of…how students are doing and also monitors if they’re coming
onto Canvas and their activity on Canvas…” Speaking about the outcomes tool
participant 4 remarked, “Now I see that it really could help us do a better job with getting
the assessment data and helping the students.” Participant 1 backed that up by comparing
what they learned in the training to the current assessment process. She said:
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A lot of our assessment stuff has been pretty meaningless and it doesn’t really
show much of anything…And the best thing is, if you have it from the beginning
of the semester, what for whatever, two or three major papers, you also are giving
the students a chance to progress in them.
She further emphasized the use of the Canvas assessment tools for intervention:
I could see how we could use it to intervene and to, you know, because as you
said, the way you have your course set up is, you know, is really interesting,
because if we know from students on the first assignment that their issue was
thesis statements, then you could say to them, hey, look at this YouTube video,
try this assignment, do this quiz do that, you know, and then they can improve on
that for the next paper. Yeah, it just amazes me. I think that that intervening part
is really important for our students.
Another insight about benefits was provided by participant 3 who further added
about monitoring student progress with the tools, “I kind of like that, because it shows it
across the papers, too. So you can identify the ongoing issues more easily… for each
individual paper.” She also mentioned individualized support, sharing,
I have them like even take some class time and say, all right, take a look at your
Learning Mastery thing now and see where you have something that's orange or
whatever. And then refer them to some of the tools that you provided to help them
on an individual level, since different people will have different strengths and
weaknesses.
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Participant 2 found the rubrics to be particularly helpful, as is evidenced by her
comments below.
I think mostly it just really solidified for me kind of what I already knew. But it
made me see it more efficiently. Like I kind of know they're struggling, or that
class, the outcome they were not doing well was the reading one, and I knew they
were struggling with it. But when I looked at all the numbers, and I saw that was
the one that was always low, I was like, Yeah, okay, we definitely need to spend
more time on it…it was a new reminder for me. And I did end up using rubrics,
which I hadn't been doing…And so I think that was useful for them as a class to
just have it stated more efficiently than how I had been doing it before, because I
didn't really know how to use the rubrics on canvas. And this forced me to learn
how to do the rubric, so I could do the next thing.
The above comments by the participants in relation to the different assessment tools
showed their acceptance of the usefulness of these tools for student-centered learning and
the value of the data provided by the tools in facilitating intervention and feedback.
Needs for Sustainability. In the second virtual focus group, V-FLC members also
discussed ways to make the use of CAT more integrated into our regular practice and
needs for long-term adoption by our faculty in the English division. Lack of knowledge
was definitely a problem that needed to be addressed in order to generate faculty buy-in
for sustained use. As participant 1 highlighted, “I think faculty members don't know the
value of what Canvas can do, in terms of assessment and outcome.” In other words,
knowing the purpose and function of these assessment tools was a pre-curser to adoption
and long-term use. Participant 2 also emphasized this:
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I just think faculty don't have any other knowledge about what Canvas can do.
And so we don't necessarily spend as much time as we would, or as we could.
And we also don't work Canvas to its fullest potential. And because of that, you
know, it's only partially sustainable. It's sustainable enough to create my class,
and check assignments, but we don't use those other tools, which would further
sustainable use, such as assessment and outcomes.
In terms of the potential of Canvas, Participant 3 also suggested wide-scale
adoption benefit:
But I also think that just as a discipline, it will make this whole assessment piece
so much easier for us, if we just decide before the semester starts, and this is what
we're going to assess this semester, you just stick it on the end of every
assignment or the major assignments anyway.
Participant 2 mentioned ideas for the future for consistency and uniformity,
suggesting regular meetings, “at the beginning, middle and end of the semester,” for
support and training purpose. We need “official training of everybody together” she said
as it also enabled us to “bounce ideas off each other that was helpful.” Even though
individualized training was a key finding in the earlier data collected, after participating
in the workshops, it seemed participants realized the value of shared learning and group
training in LMS tool use. Another point participant 1 added to that was stressing,
“following up as the key.” In other words, actions taken to ensure accountability and
progression needed to be in place as well.
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Participants also stressed differentiated training on Canvas. As participant 3
asserted, “whoever leads training in Canvas, they need to do something like beginner,
intermediate, advanced…and be much more specific in how they teach faculty members
to use Canvas.” Her comment, like previous similar ones, exemplifies that a one-size-fits
all mentality will not work in the training offered since faculty technology expertise and
needs are at different levels.
Finally, reflecting on sustainability, administrative support was highlighted as a
key factor through grants, or funded projects. Participant 1 suggested:
But I think in order to make it sustainable, we also have to make the
administration see value in and see value in us for implementing it, you know, and
so it might be interesting to find out if there's any professional development
money or any money that's earmarked to make something like this happen.
Her comment above pointed to the need expressed by faculty for administration support
and recognition of their efforts as well as the need for incentives and resources that would
encourage more faculty to participate in such professional training and development.
Creating faculty buy-in was also discussed as a key component of sustainability.
Paying faculty for their time was mentioned by a number of the participants and offering
the tools as faculty-originated resources rather than a directive from administration was
also repeated in the group meeting. As participant 1 stressed:
So kind of encouraging it without forcing it… And here are the things that we [the
administration] can give you that are going to make you better in the classroom as
opposed to right now, in which Canvas is kind of almost used as … a punishment,
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or threat, like if you don't do this, you know, [(instead] look at this great tool that
you can actually now use to figure out what most of your students aren't doing.
Including the adjuncts as well, who teach a majority of the Eng 101 classes was also
discussed as a need in terms of sustainability, as well as someone to assume
responsibility for the training process, as participant 4 noted, “someone has to take the
lead.” Faculty-led initiatives were therefore suggested as a means to foster acceptance
and sustenance of CAT in the long run.
Overall, the themes from the second V-FLC led to the key findings that firstly,
faculty-led PD that is collaborative, based on faculty needs, and focused on student
improvement can support faculty use of CAT to a certain extent. Secondly, use of the
CAT could be problematic, requiring different levels of support and training that needs to
be consistently monitored and applied throughout the semester. Furthermore, sustained
and wide-scale adoption of these tools is only possible when faculty opinion is valued
and relevant stakeholders all work together, using the faculty-led workshops as a model
for PD.
Cycle 2 Quantitative Findings (Evaluation Phase)
Research Question # 4 b. To what extent do V-FLC members who have
participated in the faculty-led PD use the LMS assessment tools in blended Eng 101
classes? We found that participating in the faculty-led PD did lead to use of CAT to a
certain extent, especially the tools that Eng 101 faculty were not using before. To answer
this question, I collected the LMG report from the participating V-FLC members who
were using these reports for the first time as quantitative evidence of their frequency of
tool use. Four submitted their LMG reports in which, students’ performances on
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outcomes were reported. This would only be possible if the LMG tool was activated and
if outcomes were added to rubrics and then assessed. In other words, faculty would need
to understand and utilize the rubrics, outcomes, and LMG tools together to generate this
report. Since earlier, participants had not mentioned using either outcomes or LMG, from
the reports submitted, it was evident that the participants were able to use these tools at
least twice in the semester to measure student progress on key outcomes. In other words,
the reports were proof that faculty could use all three tools: the LMG, rubrics, and
outcomes tool. The frequency of the outcomes tool use was charted on a table (Table 10)
as shown below.

Table 9
Learning Mastery Gradebook Report Showing Frequency of Use
Participants

Outcome 1

Participant
1

Critical

Participant
2

Critical

Participant
3
Participant
4

Reading
Reading
Critical
Reading
Critical
Reading

Submission
Times

Outcome 2

Submission
Times

Outcome
3

Submission
Times

Twice

Grammar

Once

Academic
Ethics

Once

Twice

Grammar

Once

Academic
Ethics

Once

Twice

Grammar

Twice

Academic
Ethics

Twice

Once

Grammar

Once

Academic
Ethics

Once

Cycle 2 Major Findings of Qualitative and Quantitative Strands
Since the LMG report was collected on the three outcomes that were assessed
only for the final two papers in the semester, the report suggest that V-FLC members
were able to use the given CAT successfully at least once or twice. Since the V-FLC
members had no prior experience or training in the use of either the LMG or outcomes
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tool (as evident in # 1b), this suggests that the action-intervention plan is influencing
faculty use of CAT. Both the emerging themes from the second focus group meeting and
the LMG report data indicate that Eng 101 faculty show an acceptance and use of the
CAT in a blended format after participating in faculty-led professional development that
is collaborative and focused on their needs.
Evidence of Sustainability
Based on the findings of this cycle, a report (in the form of a power point) was
published at the division meeting on Assessment Day, May 22nd suggesting better and
more uniform use of these tools by Eng 101 faculty for the Fall 2021 semester. A followup meeting over the summer involving more faculty members was planned for this. I also
presented the report, on behalf of the V-FLC, to the entire college population as a
workshop on Professional Development Day to reach the wider college community on
May 23rd.
The cyclical, flexible, and iterative nature of MMAR enables stakeholders to
reassess their problem, refine their methods, and achieve more sustainable solutions
(Ivankova, 2015). Though action research produces practical solutions to problems, the
focus of MMAR is to create an upward spiral of continual improvement (Ivankova,
2015). Our study pointed to the need of future cycles involving faculty, staff, and
administration to provide multiple perspectives on the problem and collaborate in
proposing solutions that are in the best interest of students. Even though this MMAR
study ended with two cycles, involving a small group of English faculty, it increased
awareness regarding the affordances of the LMS assessment tools that percolated through
the broader college community through presentations and workshops. Individual faculty
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showed an interest in learning more about the tools and reached out regarding
implementation and even V-FLC members who had just started using the tools in Spring
2021 reported in Spring 2022 that they were continuing to use these tools such as the
LMG or the LA and now had better control over them to monitor student progress or
provide feedback.
The professional development committee requested further workshops on these
tools in the following semesters that promised to generate further awareness and interest
since faculty and staff, both full-time and part-time, from different divisions attended
these workshops. Therefore, a broader audience could be targeted through these future
training sessions that could potentially create a culture of usage.
At a higher level, I met with the Academic Vice President of Student Affairs and
presented our findings regarding V-FLC experience with the tools. She exhibited both
interest and enthusiasm at the potential that the tools provided for data based decisionmaking and particularly seemed hopeful for a move towards a blended learning
environment. As a staunch advocate for assessment culture, her support for such
initiatives added a degree of hope for sustainability that would require cooperation and
collaboration at different levels of the institution.
Evidence of Validity and Reliability
For the findings of any research study to be considered useful for practice, one
must consider the rigor of research. In quantitative studies this is assessed through
validity and reliability of instruments or tools (Heale & Twycross, 2015). Validity is
measured through the inference quality in mixed-methods research (Ivankova, 2015). For
our quantitative data, I have tried to ensure internal validity of the items being measured
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and the scoring system used by doing a pilot survey and getting feedback from my pilot
participants. Stringer (2007) mentions strategies to enhance the rigor of a study through
prolonged engagement, persistent observation, and peer debriefing. I have also attempted
to ensure validity and inference quality by checking the data collected against the study
purpose and research questions and sharing the findings with the V-FLC for their
feedback. Additionally, I have tested the inferences against the theories of TAM and
UTAUT for evidence of validity. The criterion was proved to be valid as they predicted
behavior that was demonstrated by participants in the virtual focus group.
Equivalence, an attribute of reliability, is achieved through consistency of scores
on an item ((Heale & Twycross, 2015). I have tried to achieve reliability by checking the
consistency of response among multiple survey participants. I have also relied on interrater reliability by running the survey results through my co-researchers.
Trustworthiness
To ensure trustworthiness, a mixed-methods study needs to meet the criteria of
confirmability, credibility, dependability, and transferability (Ivankova, 2015). I have
followed certain methods below keeping these criteria in mind with a goal to attain
trustworthiness in our study.
Confirmability. Confirmability is the extent to which the study findings are
shaped by participants’ views and not a researcher’s bias (Ivankova, 2015). To achieve
confirmability, our study used a mixed methods approach in both cycles of data
collection and analysis. This enabled us to confirm our data from both a quantitative and
qualitative perspective. Using a joint display for the emerging themes helped the study
team to compare the results and check whether the findings are consistent from both
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approaches. To further confirm the study results, I have made sure to engage in member
checking and peer debriefings by sharing the codes, themes, findings, and metainferences with the V-FLC members at each phase. I have also carefully transcribed the
interviews, making sure to double-check the transcriptions and providing them to the
focus group participants for verification of the message conveyed. I have also used quotes
during my data analysis to capture the voice and feelings of the participants to ensure that
they dictated my interpretation rather than my bias. I also confirmed our results using
different perspectives, not only through the V-FLC, but outside liasions like the director
of Distance Education, the Instructional Support representative and the Dean of the
Humanities division. Lastly, by carefully recording each step of the research process,
reflecting on my role as an inside-researcher and maintaining analytical memos as a
reflexive journal, I have been able to confirm the decisions made and shed light on the
conclusions reached.
Dependability. Dependability refers to the extent that the study findings are
consistent and could be repeated (Ivankova, 2015). I have tried to ensure our study was
dependable, I maintained an audit trail of our data collection methods and analysis in a
reflexive journal that I shared with the V-FLC members (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2011).
This enabled us to establish and maintain a systemic process of data collection and
analysis. Also, by repeating the data collection and analysis process in consecutive cycles
allowed us to test for dependability by comparing the results. Finally, by triangulating our
data collection using different methods and sources also increased our study’s
dependability.
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Credibility. Credibility refers to the extent the study’s findings are believable
(Lincoln & Guba, 1985 as qtd. in Ivankova, 2015). There were different methods I used
to achieve credibility of the study. Transparency is essential for credibility (Rubin &
Rubin, 2012). I have recorded the methodology we have used as accurately as possible,
so that readers can understand the rationale behind the decision-making involved at each
step. Mixed-methods approach enhances credibility since the findings from one method
are supported and validated by another (Ivankova, 2015). Our study involved both
qualitative and quantitative data collection and analysis during each cycle that enabled
triangulation and the findings were jointly displayed for validation. Discrepancies and
surprises in the data analysis were noted in my reflexive journal that was shared with the
V-FLC as well as the final report for transparency. The table below shows themes that
emerged from specific data collection instruments and the research questions they
supported. The audit trial enabled me to justify our decision-making at each step of the
research along with member checking at each stage of the process. Sending out the initial
survey to the entire Humanities division and inviting interested faculty from the above
pool to participate helped reduce threat to credibility. Participants’ stories need to be
genuine and valid for credibility (Teddlie & Tashakkori, 2009). I took steps to ensure my
data collection protocols and procedures are clear and that participants were well
informed of the study’s purpose beforehand. Confidentiality and anonymity were also
guaranteed for trustworthiness. Credibility is also maintained through reporting of
findings that include even disconfirming evidence (Litossiletti, 2003). I have shared our
study results with the approval of the V-FLC, including areas for further improvement,
division-wide during assessment day and college-wide during professional development
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day maintaining confidentiality of the participants. Such means collectively attempt to
ensure credibility.
Transferability. In a mixed methods study it is important that the study findings
can be applied to similar settings, context and people (Ivankova, 2015). Though action
research is based on problem solving in a local context, the conclusions and inferences
can be useful for similar scenarios. The questions that I designed for this study were
carefully chosen to answer different aspects of the research problem and to ensure that
different perspectives are captured (Rubin & Rubin, 2012). This was further ensured by
the sampling strategies applied in the mixed method approach that were evaluated for
consistency. Again, by keeping a clear record of each step of the study, making sure that
alternate explanations for the data is accounted for and making sure that the emerging
themes are based on rich and thorough details provided by the virtual focus group
participants helped make the study results transferable. By carefully evaluating the
research process, revealing assumptions made and checking for consistency between the
study purpose and results obtained, I hoped to enhance the study’s transferability.
Summary
The formation of self-efficacy beliefs is based primarily on reflection and
interpretation of past performance (Lee & Hwang, 2007). The findings suggest that the
vast array of learning-support features of contemporary LMS, including CAT are not
utilized since faculty do not have enough past experience or training in their use. When
delving into the reasons behind faculty resistance to use these tools, we discovered that
faculty are unsure of the use of many of these tools and have not been shown how to use
them successfully. Professional development and workshops surrounding use of the LMS
were either too basic or general to setting up a course and navigating the LMS platform.
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Course-specific pedagogical training and hands-on support to boost instructors’ selfefficacy beliefs was missing as well as focus on improvement-based interventions
connecting assessment tasks with student mastery of course outcomes. Although blended
learning through LMS tools are increasingly becoming popular, the transition from a
traditional or online class to a blended format is challenging and institutions need to
understand blended learning before it is adopted by the faculty (Cohere, 2011). It was a
serendipitous discovery that faculty actually wanted to use these tools in a blended
format, if given more time, incentives or recognition for their efforts, support according
to their learning needs and style, as well as more administrative support based on mutual
respect and understanding. Definitely, all these findings are in line with the technology
acceptance models (TAM and UTAUT) where performance expectancy, effort
expectancy, along with technical and organizational support all play a key role in faculty
intention to adapt technology in their pedagogy.
I discuss these findings in more detail in Chapter 5 where I also discuss their
significance for educators, administrators and policymakers, in general. I will also
provide recommendations for future research and further studies in this area based on my
study’s implications and to further fill in the gap left unaddressed by my study.
Hopefully, the results of this MMAR study will not only prove useful for the assessment
culture of the given department within one institution. I also hope it will lead to long-term
benefits for the college’s assessment practice in general and professional development
surround the LMS tools and contribute valuable knowledge to the literature surrounding
this field of technology acceptance in an academic setting.

172

Chapter 5
Conclusions & Implications
This mixed-methods action research study (MMAR) explored the use of LMS
assessment tools within a discipline of a community college with an aim to increase its
use for assessment of course outcomes. Action research based on a practitioner-asresearcher model is a form of professional development where educators engage in a
community of inquiry within a collegial environment to produce actionable knowledge
(Bensimon, 2004; Pines 2008). The study used the tenets of Technology Acceptance
Model (TAM) as proposed by Davis (1986) and Unified Theory of Technology
Acceptance and Use (UTAUT) as proposed by Venkatesh et al., (2003) as models to
understand faculty adoption and use of technology. It also used blended e-learning model
(Graham, 2006) and 21st Century Learning Framework (Miller, 2017) to design facultyled workshops to increase its use.
Using a virtual faculty learning community (V-FLC) as a collaborative unit, this
MMAR study investigated use of LMS assessment tools in a specific context, an English
101 (Eng 101) general education course taught in a New Jersey community college. The
problem arose in the context of Eng 101 being a required course for most programs
whose assessment data is collected every semester to map achievement of program
learning outcomes. To streamline this process, administration has encouraged use of the
college learning management system, Canvas. Yet, use of this online platform and its
tools remain limited. The purpose of this study was to examine faculty use of Canvas
assessment tools (CAT) for student outcomes in Eng 101 classes, determine factors
affecting their use, and design an intervention to improve that use through a blended
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format. The findings are summarized in context of the research questions that have been
developed for the study. A calendar of events is also provided below (Appendix J).
This chapter summarizes the study, presents the findings, compares them to the
existing literature, and provides the significance of the study in the larger context. It also
discusses the limitations, and reflects on the study’s implications for policy, leadership
and future research, as well as for personal practice. The study concludes with
recommendations for institutional change and reinforces the study’s contribution to
research on LMS tool adoption in higher education.
Discussion
Many studies have identified faculty development as the number one key issue in
the use of technological tools to benefit student learning (Campbell, 2007; Educause
Learning Initiative, 2017; Lock et al, 2018; Penrod, 2005). With the rise in mass adoption
of the different LMS platforms by higher education institutions, many studies have
delved into faculty experience and motivation behind adoption of the LMS (Rhode et al.,
2017). With this intention in mind, along with a small group of colleagues I designed and
conducted this MMAR study over 20 weeks from January to May 2021. Our study
consisted of an explanatory-sequential strand followed by a concurrent strand of both
quantitative and qualitative data involving multiple phases (Ivankova, 2015). First, I sent
the entire English faculty a survey to get an understanding of the Canvas assessment tools
(CAT) they were using and factors that determined their willingness to use it more. Next,
forming a V-FLC, we facilitated a focus group on what would support faculty use of
CAT based on which we collaboratively participated in faculty-led workshops. This was
followed by another quantitative round of data collection to evaluate and revise the
workshops leading to another round of data collection through a focus group to determine
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participants experience in the faculty-led workshops to better use CAT. Below, under the
given phases of the research cycles, I discuss the findings, in light of the research
questions each answered and list some of the main thematic categories that led to the
respective findings.
Cycle 1 Reconnaissance Phase Findings
Research Question # 1. How do faculty teaching Eng 101courses use LMS
assessment tools? This main research question had three sub-questions. We first
answered the sub-question: What LMS assessment tools do Eng 101 faculty use? We
found that the tools that Eng 101 faculty commonly used were quizzes, surveys, rubrics,
and discussion forums. These were the tools that participants found worked well with
their in-person assessments and were familiar with since there was no requirement to use
any specific tool. We also found that faculty were inclined to use tools that were helpful
in student engagement and provided students a degree of self-directed learning and
understanding of the material along with a means to check their own progress. This
finding disagrees with the literature that many composition instructors fail to see the
LMS as integral to their pedagogical practice (Salisbury, 2018). Also, their use of certain
CAT disagrees with the literature that many faculty do not use LMS tools for assessment
or collaboration that allows student-centered learning (Dlasisa, 2017). However, since
there were other assessment tools like the outcomes, LA, or LMG that faculty were rarely
or not using at all, this shows that the adoption of e-assessment systems in higher
education is still slow with more awareness needed among stakeholders as to its
contribution to student success (Coe, Nunley, Kier, & Luan, 2019). Although, recent
literature points to current assessment trends that are competency-based and focused on
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achievement of outcomes (Abas, 2015; Salisbury, 2017; Veach, 2018), our study found
that CAT use to support such trends is not sufficient. In fact, there is still much faculty
can do to in their classrooms and programs to harness the power of technological
convergence in ways that benefit student learning (Campbell, 2007; Penrod, 2005).
The second sub-question of research question 1 was: How frequently are LMS
assessment tools used by Eng 101 faculty? In answer to that our findings established that
Eng 101 faculty were using certain CAT like the quizzes and rubrics at least sometimes
in a semester but other tools that focused more on student outcomes like the LMG report,
LA, or outcomes not at all. Since the later tools provided rich data that could be used to
monitor and intervene on student progress, this finding supports the literature that argues
that the practice of applying data, based on technology-related tools to classroom practice
is non-existent (Mandinach, Honey, & Light, 2006; McCaul, 2015). Also, this supports
the literature that there is little requirement for faculty to gain data-literacy skills and
analyzing data sets to diagnose student needs (Mandinach & Jackson, 2012; Sivanand &
Frank, 2017). This pointed to the theme of non-uniform CAT use by faculty since use of
these tools is optional. Also, educators tend to use familiar digital tools based on existing
knowledge and are uncomfortable adopting tools that might not provide pedagogical
advantage over those (Black et al., 2007; Robinson et al., 2019).
In answer to the first research question part c: What factors shape use of LMS
assessment tools by English 101 faculty, we found that overall, faculty use of CAT was
determined to a large extent on their self-efficacy, understanding of a tool and confidence
to use it for increased efficiency, organization, and student engagement. Therefore, both
ease of use and usefulness were important factors that determined use of these tools.
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Faculty acceptance and use of technology, we found, varied according to their
level of expertise and computer self-efficacy. The latter is significantly related to
technology adoption by faculty for which there needs to be more training of faculty to
increase their perceived ease of use and perceived behavioral control (Buchanan, Sainter,
& Saunters, 2013; Yousuff, 2009). Most participants agreed that they would be willing to
use the CAT given a culture of usage and more course-specific training and support.
Also, their use of these tools was shaped by the effort involved to learn their use and the
availability of support and incentives.
According to Teo and Koh (2010), educators’ perceived ability to use technology,
i.e. computer self-efficacy, affects their technology use. This is a significant predictor of
the intention to use technology. Computer self-efficacy beliefs have a significantly
positive influence on computer use (Lee & Hwang, 2007). Participants’ responses
suggested that faculty were at different levels with regards to their use of LMS tools.
Their responses also suggested lack of confidence and self-efficacy in use of these tools
since many obviously did not have much experience and familiarity with them. Overall,
the survey participants did not exhibit high self-efficacy in terms of CAT use since they
were not sure whether these tools were easy to use or whether they required a certain
degree of technical expertise to implement. In other words, they were unaware of the
purpose and function of many of these tools since they were encouraged, but not
required, to use them.
We also found that participants considered performance features like student
engagement, tracking of student progress, efficiency of feedback, as well as organization,
to be important factors shaping their use of CAT. Most of the participants agreed that the
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CAT were very beneficial in gathering data on student performance, keeping track of
their progress and targeting the 21st century learning skills that were identified as the
learning needs for this generation of students. The existing literature supports this since
the last few decades have witnessed a changing climate in higher education assessment
policy and practice. There has been a major paradigm shift in instruction and the
assessment of skills needed for college and workforce success (Marshall & Jankowski,
2017; Oliveri & Markle, 2017). Students in composition classes are immersed in
emerging writing technologies along with the affordances of new technology (Comer &
White, 2016). Composition instructors are increasingly adopting online learning tools to
supplement face-to-face-instruction (Salisbury, 2018). These tools allow faculty to
collect, archive student work, track their progress, and obtain a rich variety of data to
easily access and evaluate student work (Penrod, 2005). Most participants in the focus
group agreed that they found the tools they were using extremely beneficial although they
needed more training and support to use the variety of CAT in a purposeful manner.
Both TAM (Davis, 1986) and UTAUT (Venkatesh et al., 2003) models indicate
that faculty attitude towards technology use and computer self-efficacy determines their
inclination to incorporate it into their teaching. They also provide factors such as
performance and effort expectancies as well as facilitating conditions such as supportive
network and voluntariness to predict faculty acceptance and use of technology. Our
findings agreed with the models and pointed towards the changes needed to increase
faculty use of LMS tools.
Research Question # 2. What do V-FLC members perceive as conditions needed to
enhance their experience using LMS assessment tools? We found, overall, that V-FLC
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members considered those conditions important that would increase their understanding
of these tools in terms of ease and usefulness and give them more self-directed training
and support based on their needs. A culture of division-wide usage with more examples
of best practices that are student-centered and recognizes faculty role in training related
to pedagogy were also important conditions to enhance use of the above tools.
V-FLC members felt, faculty actually needed to be shown how to use the tools
productively and sustained use needed to be encouraged through wide scale adoption and
support. This finding agrees with the literature that lack of training and support
challenges composition faculty to use the available technology to evaluate student work
(Penrod, 2005). Participants did not feel confident in the use of these tools due to lack of
knowledge regarding their use and preparation. This fact is further substantiated by the
literature that argues that there is a major disparity between instructors’ practices in their
LMS spaces and their acceptance of the potential significance of the LMS affordances
(Salisbury, 2018). More faculty training is also needed and more examples of effective eassessment practices (McCain, 2010). Our finding reveals the need for CAT training that
prepares faculty better in use of these tools.
Participants of the first virtual focus group discussed that increasing awareness
regarding the usefulness of CAT to their practice, was a condition to enhance their use.
For instance, better use of the tools for faculty efficiency, student engagement, and
feedback were emphasized as conditions to enhance their use of CAT. Participants also
mentioned that they needed support looking for tools that would help provide feedback to
students and help them understand their deficiencies in relation to the course outcomes.
Current trends in assessment include competency-based and outcome-based assessments
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where students are at the center of the learning experience (Khan, 2014; Lock et al.,
2018). Although learner-centered assessment is considered a best practice in higher
education pedagogy, the literature suggests that faculty members have not adopted it
fully. There is not much evidence of follow-up with the results to see what works (Chiu
& Churchill, 2015; Miller, 2017; Webber, 2012). Similarly, LMS have made the
assessment process less time-consuming by automating tasks like grading, question
randomization, and the iterative cycle of re-testing for mastery (Kruger, Inman & Ding, et
al., 2016). However, as the literature suggests, there is still much faculty can do in their
classrooms harnessing the power of technology to benefit student learning (Campbell,
2007; Penrod, 2005).
Further, we found professional development needs focused on timing, content,
and format as conditions to enhance. V-FLC members needed more focused training and
support that they were not receiving from current professional development workshops.
A key need that was emphasized by participants of the focus group was that of
“individualized support.” Current professional development utilized a one-size-fits-all
structure that disregarded educators’ knowledge. Another condition participants
mentioned was they needed more time to undergo training and workshops related to CAT
use. Participants mentioned difficulty adjusting to any Canvas-related training and
workshops at the same time as they are expected to teach and handle committee work.
Rather, spacing the workshops out and perhaps offering them in the summer when the
teaching load is less was offered as a suggestion to enhance use of CAT. Our finding
mirrored the literature that ongoing professional development along with a supportive,
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self-guided training framework would allow educators to best implement technologyaided learning (Bhati et al., 2010).
Cycle 1 Evaluation Phase Findings
Research Question # 3. What is V-FLC members’ preparedness for using LMS
assessment tools in blended Eng 101 classes after participating in faculty-led
professional development? We found that V-FLC members were fairly prepared for using
CAT in blended Eng 101 classes after participating in faculty-led professional
development though they needed more training and support. V-FLC members were asked
their level of preparedness related to CAT use in a second survey in the evaluation phase
of cycle 1. This was after they had planned and taken part in faculty-led mini workshops
that focused on creating outcomes and adding them to rubrics on Canvas as well as using
the LA and LMG tools. We found that most participants’ were prepared to use the tools
to a certain extent after the workshops, though not to a degree where they were all very
well prepared to use all the tools for their multiple functions. Our survey found that most
participants were least prepared to use the LMG for student outcomes or closing the loop
assessment data. Participants still experienced some problem in understanding some
features of the LMG like the pie charts or the report on student outcome mastery. Since
the existing literature claims that too few faculty are closing the loop – that is, studying
assessment data in driving improvement (Banta & Blaich, 2011), our finding sheds light
on the need for more focused training on these tools that assist in this process.
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Cycle 2 Evaluation Phase Findings
Research Question # 4. What components of faculty-led professional
development support the implementation and use of LMS assessment tools in Eng 101
classes?
a. How do V-FLC members describe their experience in faculty-led professional
development to support their use of LMS assessment tools in Eng 101 classes?
b. To what extent do V-FLC members, who have participated in faculty-led
professional development use the LMS assessment tools in Eng 101 classes?
We found that the self-designed mini workshops, that I led along with certain
members of the V-FLC, in conjunction with the instructional support staff in distance
education, was a positive experience and supported participants use of CAT in the
following ways. These workshops targeted specific tools, provided individualized
guidance and opportunities for collaborative practice, and utilized a hands-on approach.
They also broke down the training into steps with easy-to-follow directions and focused
on online pedagogy that could prove beneficial for student learning needs and progress.
Participants experience matched the literature that claims time spent in professional
development needs to be purposeful, carefully structured, and highly organized to
contribute to success (Geoghegan, 2014; Weidenseld & Bashevis, 2013). Their
experience also highlight that training also needs to meet the needs of the end-users
(Repetto, T., 2011).
Compared to traditional professional development, participants found the
professional development offered through the faculty-led workshops to be more beneficial
in their use of CAT. Traditional professional development, according to participants, was
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broader, with no specific focus and did not take into account faculty differences in
technology use. On the other hand, participants felt that faculty-led professional
development was more meaningful since it targeted specific needs, was hands-on, and
focused on online pedagogy rather than just basic directions for navigating on Canvas.
The support was also more individualized since it was offered in small groups and
empowering since it took faculty opinion into consideration and led by them. Mutual
support in the faculty-led professional development allowed participants to discuss
problems and challenges, as well as come up with mutually developed solutions based on
their needs.
The literature review highlighted professional development using a bottom-up
structure that was self-guided and self-regulated could help overcome the challenges of
new technology and improve classroom practice (Bhati et al., 2010; Bozkus & Bayrak,
2019). Our participants experience supports this literature as they felt such workshops
could be valuable in the long run for sustaining CAT use. Furthermore, their experience
highlighted the following facilitating conditions for sustained use of CAT.
The second focus group data suggested certain conditions that support CAT to be
used in a more consistent and sustained manner for wide-scale adoption. This included
more support from administrators and supervisors such as division deans. Participants felt
their input needed to be valued for pedagogical innovations that involved their practice.
Indeed, in many recent studies on the change in assessment climate, they emphasize how
the role of faculty has shifted from involving them more in assessment, to providing them
more support for using the assessment results to improve teaching and learning (Banta &
Blaich, 2011; Geoghegan, 2014; Jankowski, 2018).
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While discussing their experiences, after participating in faculty-led PD, another
facilitating condition that the V-FLC mentioned in the second focus group for sustained
use of the LMS tools was the need to involve the adjunct faculty in the training and
support. This is in agreement with the literature that delves into the particular challenges
with assessment faced by community colleges and list dependence on adjunct faculty as a
prime factor (Coe et al., 2019).
In answer to the second sub-question, we found that participating in the facultyled PD did lead to use of CAT to a certain extent, especially the tools that they were not
using before. Participants of the V-FLC had submitted their LMG reports at the end of
the semester that consisted a list of outcomes they had set up using the outcomes tool and
attached to a rubric as well as an outcome score that they had input based on student
mastery of outcomes. Since none of the faculty who had participated in the initial survey
indicated that they used the LMG or outcome tool, this report was a good indicator of the
extent to which they were using these assessment tools.
Limitations
Since this MMAR was undertaken at our own place of employment, the
conclusions of this study must be analyzed with caution when considering extrapolating
of the results for a broader context. In spite of all precautions taken to ensure rigor and
quality of our study, there were challenges. Action research by nature is specific to
studying a problem in a local context with a goal of developing practical knowledge for
those experiencing it (Coghlan & Brannick, 2010). As an insider researcher, we brought
pre-understanding of our workplace and system that also resulted in pre-assumptions and
bias (Coghlan & Brannick, 2010; Stringer, 2014). Managing the dual role of practitioner

184

and researcher definitely posed some limitations on our study since we had to manage
organizational politics as well as learn to separate our pre-expectations from our
collective spirit of inquiry. Coming up with a workable solution that challenged the status
quo and created buy-in for faculty and administration alike was definitely a challenge.
Environmental changes brought about by the COVID-19 outbreak were another
limitation for this study. Although the study was meant for blended classrooms that met
in-person with some LMS tool use, some of the V-FLC members actually had to try out
the LMS tools in their remote-live classes due to COVID-19 related protocols where they
could not be on campus. The meetings were all held via Zoom or Webex based on tools
of a video-conferencing meeting. The sudden shift in medium of instruction caused
faculty to make many changes to their pedagogy, requiring participants to learn these new
CAT, in addition, presented its own challenges compared to a regular classroom setting
pre-COVID. Virtual data collection also had its own challenges including Zoom fatigue
as members complained of too much screen time. Though V-FLC members practiced
using the assessment tools in the workshops, their actual implementation in the
classrooms was not observed and only evident in the LMG report.
Another limitation of the study was the influence of COVID-19 on my
participants. The global pandemic posed challenges that impacted faculty practice. As
community college faculty serving a vastly low-income, minority population, participants
were facing increasing demand to support their students with unequal access to
opportunities that would help them succeed. To deal with the crisis, we had to innovate,
increase flexibility, and create new learning opportunities for students that would help
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them feel connected and engaged. Such a context made it challenging to engage in deep,
iterative research cycles involving new tools and pedagogy.
Also, the focus of this study was limited to use of CAT by faculty teaching Eng
101.This had restricted other faculty in the division who might have some experience
using CAT from participating or sharing their viewpoints. Members of the V-FLC who
volunteered were also homogenous in terms of experience and gender (mid-career to
senior, female faculty). Since participation was optional, voices of diverse faculty groups
were not present. For instance, adjunct faculty who regularly teach a major proportion of
these classes and might have valuable input could not be included in the training.
Finally, in terms of content, the study also looked at specific LMS tools that
related to assessment of outcomes. Other LMS tools such as discussion boards,
assignments, or collaboration tools were not considered as part of the study though
faculty might be using those more effectively for assessment practice.
Recommendations and Implications
Implications for Future Research
The findings of this small-scale action research study signal towards future
research needed in the field of LMS tool use by faculty and best practices to improve it.
To capture the interest of all relevant stakeholders and ensure the intervention meets their
needs, future research could target a broader population involving other stakeholders as
well. For instance, exploring the use of LMS assessment tools in other divisions might
provide valuable insight in further ways these tools can be adopted by faculty and other
training available. Future action research cycles could definitely look into workable
solutions that are sustainable and adopted into the culture of our institution.
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Our study definitely found a disconnection between what faculty intended to do
with the tools and what training and support they were provided. At the same time more
research needs to focus on how the LMS is being used and whether it is meeting the
needs of faculty and students (Rhode et al., 2017). There needs to be more research in
established best practices regarding the ways faculty can harness the power of
technological convergence to benefit student learning (Campbell, 2007; Penrod, 2005).
Future research also needs to address the process of data-based-decision-making using
the tools of the New Media (McCaul, 2015).
Finally, future research could look more into such areas of grass root leadership,
since there is little research on bottom-up structures in educational settings (Macias,
2017). More models of teacher-led professional development need to be explored, as
well as the shifting role of educators as decision-makers and designers of workshops that
can promote engagement and positive communities among colleagues (Macias, 2017).
MMAR involves a cyclical and iterative process to develop trust and commitment
among stakeholders whose knowledge and methods for approaching a problem are
refined with each cycle. Only then can one ensure sustainability to produce long-term
effects (Ivankova, 2015). In terms of our own institution, I see the possibility of
conducting a third cycle in a future semester involving more Eng 101 faculty in the
faculty-led workshops. Though the first two cycles allowed us to use the LMS tools to a
certain extent and understand their purpose, how the data that is generated from the tools
could lead to timely interventions and meaningful feedback could be the focus of the
third cycle. Reflecting on the data to make changes in our practice based on student
needs could also be the target of a future cycle. This will help us reinforce practice with
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the tools that we have trained for as well as monitor and assess how further we can
modify their use to serve the purpose of our pedagogical needs and learning goals in Eng
101. Another survey addressed to all faculty again at the end of the cycle would also be
a quick way to assess whether there is any change noted in faculty awareness,
acceptance, or adoption of the tools and whether there is any change noted in their needs
for better use of these tools. Again, such data can provide the basis for future
professional development workshops and trainings targeting tool use that promote an
assessment culture.
Implications for Policy
Our administrators need to consider that in matters of governance and academic
decision-making, oftentimes the viewpoint or needs of the stakeholders closest to the
actual learning, the faculty, are not considered. Faculty play a key role in supporting,
empowering, and advancing students’ academic success and intellectual independence
(Campbell, 2007). Yet, their voice is often left unheard in matters of curriculum or
instructional support. Addressing these needs and involving faculty more in designing
and assuming responsibility for their own professional development, might enable our
institution to potentially improve faculty use of these tools for student assessment and
data based decision-making.
Implications for Educational Leaders
Though this action research study was meant to address a contextual problem in
our division, our institution’s leaders college wide can really gain insight from the
findings of this MMAR study. Our participants expressed lack of voice in the
professional training process related to CAT that affected their optimal use of the tools in
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a meaningful way. In fact, faculty often show resistance to innovative assessment
processes since they feel disengaged and lack ownership over such initiative that seems
imposed (Carless, Joughin, & Mok, 2006; Coe et al., 2019). Any training they receive
also needs to meet their needs (Repetto & Trentin, 2011). We felt our educational leaders,
such as administrators and deans, need to gain the trust and respect of the faculty more by
consulting them more often and being transparent of the CAT benefits to the entire
college community. As many studies have discussed before, a positive academic learning
environment is necessary for educators to embrace a role of leadership (Macias, 2017).
Faculty-led workshops like the ones undertaken in the above study could be encouraged
by our leaders to provide faculty leadership roles. Bottoms-up structured approach,
possible through grass root leadership, enables educators to collaborate with other
stakeholders like instructional support staff and administrators to construct knowledge.
The outcome of a bottoms-up professional development approach involves tapping into
the talents of educators to support the learning process with resources (Macias, 2017).
While not replacing formal professional development workshops being offered at our
institute, such a process could definitely enable our faculty to continue refining their
skills outside of mandated trainings, based on their needs. Strong administrative
leadership combined with strong leadership among faculty can help bring about
transformation change that is central to an institution’s mission (Northouse, 2015).
Implications for my Practice
This study definitely has contributed significantly to both my personal and
professional growth. As a senior faculty member who is also a staunch advocate for
technological tool adoption and blended learning, I was always puzzled as to faculty
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resistance to using the LMS tools that appeared to effectively enhance our practice. The
study’s findings highlighted the needs and challenges of my co-workers and challenged
my expectations regarding the process and purpose of adopting these tools. I am now
more attuned to the problems that faculty may face when provided with a new tool to
teach and more aware of the different steps that need to be in place to ensure they can
integrate these tools successfully for their practice. I am also more aware of how the LMS
tools provide data for effective and efficient feedback to students as well as to make
changes to my own instructional content and pedagogy. I am now more conscious of how
I assess my students and use the results to not only offer feedback, but also enhance my
own teaching to help them achieve the course outcomes. Most importantly, I can now
map my course outcomes to my assessments and classroom activities more conveniently
using the LMS tools.
Professionally, I feel, this study has allowed me to experience the power of
faculty-led workshops to influence change. Participating in these workshops led many of
my peers to start using certain CAT more that they were not using before. As a division,
we also agreed to create and assess Eng 101 outcomes more uniformly using the
outcomes and rubrics tool. Doing an action research study and engaging in meta-learning
has also honed my reflective skills and allowed me to engage in more sense-making
taking cues from not only what is said but often what is unsaid and implied. Such
reflective practice will definitely come in handy in my future role on different divisional
or college-wide committees and taskforces where team building and mutual
interdependence will be needed to meet our goals or commitments.
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By engaging in this study using a practitioner-as-researcher model, I have been
able to grow as an educational leader. Insider action research is exciting and challenging
at the same time (Coghlan & Brannick, 2010). The purpose of action research is to
formulate links and build bonds among conflicting stakeholders (Stringer, 2014). To
ensure the success of this study, I had to create buy-in among the V-FLC members by
sharing an optimistic vision with clearly defined outcomes. My goal as an educator has
always been to prioritize student success and as a result of this study, I realized that in
order to achieve that goal I needed the support and collaboration of my fellow faculty and
administration. Faculty often resist change due to loss of familiar experiences and need to
be persuaded and reassured of the long-term benefits of transition (Burke, 2014). I feel
this study has allowed me to articulate and create a plan for achieving student-centered
learning and gain the confidence and support of many of my colleagues. French and
Raven in Wren (1995) describe different power tactics a leader might employ. With my
V-FLC, establishing a personal bond helped to gain their confidence and willingness to
aide and support me in this study. I also offered them direction and control as facilitator,
which helped me earn their trust and respect. I feel my identity as a woman and minority
have also impacted my leadership practice as demonstrated in the study. Women leaders
follow a model of interactive leadership where they encourage participation, share power
and information, enhance the self-worth of others and energize them (Rosener, 1990, as
cited in Wren, 1995). I feel these qualities definitely enhanced the teamwork spirit and
allowed us to work congenially.
Most importantly the study allowed me to engage in reflective practice, which I
feel is vital to becoming a true leader. It facilitates double-loop learning (Osterman &
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Kottkamp, 2004). A good leader should always reflect on their practices to see what
works and why? They need to detect flaws in their actions and reflect upon why they
exist and what could be done differently. By engaging in reflective practice throughout
the study I was able to collaborative effort to solve problems and answer questions.
Overall, I have always envisioned myself as a transformational leader who can
enact change within the community by including all stakeholders in the decision-making
process and offering them a voice. A transformational leader, according to Bass,
transforms followers into highly motivated individuals who provide extra effort to
perform beyond the expectation of leaders and followers (Couto, 1992, as cited in Wren,
1995). Such a leadership style is directive, participative, supportive, and achievementoriented (Northouse, 2015). The above MMAR study gave me an opportunity to practice
my transformational leadership skills through empowering fellow-faculty and engaging
them in a grass root leadership effort that could influence our own practice. I believe by
honing my leadership skills and continuing in this role of a change agent, I will be able to
influence many others to join in the mission of cultural change for our future benefit.
Recommendations
Overall, pedagogy and assessment has been transformed through effective use of
the LMS platform and its tools (Mbava, 2015). Our study, in a small way, makes
recommendations for sustaining use of the LMS tools. Often, faculty need more coursespecific training and professional development for LMS-application skills (Neuman,
2017). In terms of professional training and support, we recommend that our educational
leaders encourage more discipline and course-level focus and emphasize training of tools
that are both easy to use and useful. Also, to overcome faculty resistance to technological
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tool adoption, such professional training and support need to be broken down and target
their differentiated needs. To create more buy-in, the V-FLC felt that faculty need more
best practice workshops to demonstrate effective use of LMS tools for student outcomes.
Our study points to the role of faculty-led workshops as a preferred form of professional
development that gives faculty a voice in their needs to improve their practice. As our
study suggests, mutual collaboration that is supported by the institution, encouraged
through rewards and incentives and rooted in grass root efforts could lead to a culture of
usage. Apart from a better infrastructure in place for training on e-assessment practices,
such a system needs to be embedded in the policies and practices of the institution (Jiao,
2015; McCain, 2010).
Conclusion
The learning management system has become a critical tool in higher education
and a driving force in online learning (Rhode et al., 2017). A change in the teachinglearning context has been identified over the past decade where teacher and student
interaction takes place with increasing frequency through learning management systems.
Recent studies have also pointed out that collaborative learning in virtual environments
improves learning outcomes, however these interactive spaces need to be designed to
facilitate self-regulated learning and feedback oriented processes (Sais-Manzanares et al.,
2016). Understanding how faculty choose to adopt the LMS is a stepping stone to
understand how they may adopt other pedagogical and technological innovations (Rhode
et al., 2017).
This V-FLC-led action research study sought to explore faculty use of Canvas
assessment tools in a general education course of a discipline within a community
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college. The goal was to identify factors that supported their use of these tools and try to
implement those in faculty-led workshops to help increase use of these tools. Using a
mixed methods approach of both quantitative and qualitative data collection in repeated
cycles, the findings that emerged highlighted faculty needs and challenges in terms of
increased and sustained use of Canvas assessment tools for Eng 101 courses.
There are several future directions that the study of LMS tools and faculty
practice might consider. The study lists several limitations that leave much to be learned
regarding LMS tool use and faculty motivation to adopt them. Future directions for
further research have also been suggested above. Yet, the insights from this MMAR
study might prove useful for educational leaders, administrators and policymakers when
considering professional development that supports and sustains faculty use of LMS tools
for student success.
This MMAR study provides an opportunity for community college leadership to
consider how best to support faculty in their needs with regards to adopting the LMS
platform and its digital tools to inform their practice. Professional development that
involves course-specific training and support, differentiated instruction based on faculty
skill-level and pedagogical needs and geared towards student improvement on key course
outcomes should be offered. Such training need also to be mindful of faculty constraints
such as those related to time and other commitments such as committee work and offered
in a paced manner at regular intervals all throughout the academic year. Community
college leadership will also benefit from discussing incentives to faculty for attending
such training or workshops in the form of monetary benefits, awards, certificates of
recognition, or praise. Involvement of adjunct faculty who teach a major share of general
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education courses like Eng 101 need to be encouraged for sustainability and widespread
use of the LMS tools.
Creating a cultural change in assessment policy, one that is learner-centered and
focused on student achievement of outcomes, requires change in leadership model as
well. Instead of decisions coming down from above regarding what works best in the
classroom, faculty need to take initiative in the decision-making process. Collaborating
with administrators and staff in a climate of mutual trust and trustworthiness, will allow
faculty to use the LMS tools meaningfully and adapt to the digital landscape in a way that
best prepares students for their future success.
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Appendix A
Survey Questions: Instrument 1
Dear Colleague,
I would like to request your participation to complete a survey as portion of a mixed
methods research study regarding the use of our LMS, Canvas, in a more productive
manner to assess our students and provide support based on their needs. Your
participation in this study is completely voluntary and confidential. The following
consent form explains specifically what is expected if you chose to participate. Please
contact me with any questions or concerns.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,
Sophia Mitra 732-8959799 mitra@ucc.edu
Informed Consent
Form
Please read this form prior to deciding to participate in this study.
You are invited to participate in the following survey entitled: Use of Canvas
Assessment tools in Eng 101. The purpose of the study is to increase the use of
Canvas assessment tools to inform teaching in English 101. The findings will
hopefully inform our teaching practice within our discipline and help our students
succeed. The sixteen-question survey will take place on our campus and your
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response is requested within one week. Participation in this study is completely
voluntary. Your participation in the study and answers will be kept confidential and
your name will not be used in any report or publication. Your survey will be
numbered and randomly distributed to participants to ensure confidentiality. The
completed survey will be kept in a confidential file and only the researcher will have
access to your completed survey. There is little to no risk of harm in your
participating in the study, apart from providing some personal opinion on the topic,
which will be used for pedagogical purposes only. Although there is no payment
provided for your participation, a potential benefit could be that your perspective on
this topic will be considered for future college-wide policy on assessment and our
LMS, faculty workshops and understanding how exactly it benefits our students. If
you choose not to participate, this will have no effect on your services and benefits
you are currently receiving. Also, you may skip any questions or withdraw from this
survey at any time without consequences. If you have any questions or concerns,
please contact Sophia
Mitra by telephone at 732-895-9799 or by email at mitra@ucc.edu.
YOU WILL BE GIVEN A COPY OF THIS FORM WHETHER OR NOT YOU
AGREE TO PARTICIPATE.
I have read the procedure described above. I voluntarily agree to complete this survey
and I have received a copy of the description.

Name (Printed): __________________________________
Signature: _______________________________________
Date: ________________________
Surveyor: __________________________ Date: ________________________
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Use of Canvas Assessment Tools in English 101
Please click on the most appropriate response for each question:
1. Do you use Canvas assessment tools to support the teaching in your class (inperson) in any way?
Yes
No

2. If you answered “yes” above, do you use any of the following assessment tools
on Canvas? Please check as many of the ones you use.

Quizzes/ Surveys
Learning Analytics
Learning Mastery Gradebook
Rubrics
Outcomes

3. How often do you use any of the above Canvas assessment tools to provide
feedback to students within a class?
Always (after every assessment)
Frequently (more than 3 times in a semester)
Sometimes (2-3 times in a semester)
Once or twice
Never

4. How often do you use formative assessments like quizzes and surveys on
Canvas within a class?
5 times or more
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3-4 times
Once or twice
Never

5. How often do you provide rubrics on Canvas to explain how you assessed
students’ assignments within a class?
Always
Frequently (5 assignments or more)
Sometimes (1-5 assignments)
Never
6. How often do you use the outcomes tool on Canvas to add outcomes to your
grading rubrics within a class?
Always
Frequently (5 assignments or more)
Sometimes (1-5 assignments)
Never
7. How often do you use Canvas Learning Mastery Gradebook to evaluate
student mastery of learning outcomes within a class?
5 times or more

3-4 times

Once or twice

Never
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8. How often do you use the learning analytics tool on Canvas to monitor student
progress within a class?
5 times or more
3-4 times
Once or twice
Never

9. Please rate your level of agreement with the following statement: “ The
Canvas assessment tools are easy to use.”
Strongly Agree
Agree
Neutral
Disagree
Strongly Disagree

10. Please rate your level of agreement with the following statement: “The
Canvas assessment tools require technical expertise to use. ”
Strongly Agree
Agree
Neutral
Disagree
Strongly Disagree

11. Please rate your level of agreement with the following statement: “ The
Canvas assessment tools can make grading and feedback more efficient.”
Strongly Agree
Agree
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Neutral
Disagree
Strongly Disagree

12. Please rate your level of agreement with the following statement: “ The
Canvas assessment tools can actively engage students in tracking their own
progress.”
Strongly Agree
Agree
Neutral
Disagree
Strongly Disagree

13. Please rate your level of agreement with the following statement: “ The
Canvas assessment tools can provide semester-end closing the loop data.”
Strongly Agree
Agree
Neutral
Disagree
Strongly Disagree

14. Please rate your level of agreement with the following statement: “I am
prepared to use Canvas assessment tools in blended English 101 classes.”
Strongly Agree
Agree
Neutral
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Disagree
Strongly Disagree

15. Please rate your level of agreement with the following statement: “I will be
more willing to use the Canvas assessment tools if given more course-specific
professional training and support.”
Strongly Agree
Agree
Neutral
Disagree
Strongly Disagree

16. Please rate your level of agreement with the following statement: “I will be
more willing to use the Canvas assessment tools if a culture of such usage exists
within my discipline.”
Strongly Agree
Agree
Neutral
Disagree
Strongly Disagree

THANK YOU!!!!
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Appendix B
V-FLC Focus Group Protocol: Instrument 2
1. Would you describe your experience with Canvas assessment tools in your

teaching of Eng 101 classes? What has been helpful in their use?
2. What challenges have you faced while using any of the Canvas assessment tools?

3. Let’s speak of specific tools. What has supported your use of Canvas rubrics to

provide students feedback on assignments? What would improve your experience
with the Canvas rubrics tool in providing students feedback on assignments?
4. What has supported your use of Canvas outcomes tools to track students’ mastery

of learning outcomes? What would improve your experience with the Canvas
outcomes tool to track students’ mastery of learning outcomes?
5. What has supported your use of the Canvas learning mastery gradebook? What

would improve your experience with the Canvas learning mastery gradebook to
monitor student progress in a class as well as overall class performance?
6. What has supported your use of the Canvas analytics tools to track student

progress? What would improve your experience with Canvas analytics tool for
tracking student progress?
7. What has supported your use of the Canvas assessment tools for closing the loop

data collected at the end of the semester? What would improve your experience
with Canvas assessment tools for closing-the-loop data collected at the semester’s
end?
8. What worked for you in the Canvas professional development workshops offered

by the college? What would improve your experience of professional
development workshops for using Canvas assessment tools?
9. What are your needs concerning other hands-on training and support for using

Canvas assessment tools?
10. What other factors might influence your use of Canvas assessment tools?
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11. Finally, what interventions might allow faculty teaching blended Eng 101 to use

these tools more effectively?
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Appendix C
Alignment Matrix

Research question

1. How do
faculty
teaching Eng
101courses
use LMS
assessment
tools?
a. What LMS
assessment tools
do Eng 101
faculty use at the
start of the
study?

Theory

Data source detailed (e.g,
Interview question 3 fully
written out)

TAM &
UTAUT –
conditions
that inform
use (e.g.
support)

Frequency
count using
nominal and
ordinal
categories and
plotting on
frequency chart

Cycle 1 – Survey 1

1. Do you use Canvas
assessment tools to support
the teaching in your class (inperson) in any way?

2. If you answered “yes”
above, do you use any of the
following assessment tools on
Canvas? Please check all that
you use.

b. How frequently
are LMS
assessment tools
used by faculty
teaching English

Analysis
technique (e.g.,
process coding;
paired t-test of
pre- and post)

Cycle 1 – Survey 1

3. How often do you use
234

101 courses?

any of the above Canvas
assessment tools to provide
feedback to students within
a class?
4. How often do you use
formative assessments like
quizzes and surveys on
Canvas within a class?
5. How often do you
provide rubrics on Canvas
to explain how you assessed
students’ assignments
within a class?
6. How often do you use the
outcomes tool on Canvas to
add outcomes to your
grading rubrics within a
class?
7. How often do you use the
Canvas Learning Mastery
Gradebook to evaluate
student mastery of learning
outcomes within a class?
8. How often do you use the
learning analytics tool on
Canvas to monitor student
progress within a class?

c. What factors
shape faculty use
of LMS
assessment tools
in English 101
courses?

Cycle 1 – Survey 1

9. Please rate your level of
agreement with the following
statement: “ The Canvas
assessment tools are easy to
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use.”

10. Please rate your level of
agreement with the following
statement: “The Canvas
assessment tools require
technical expertise to use. ”

11. Please rate your level of
agreement with the following
statement: “ The Canvas
assessment tools make grading
and feedback more efficient.”

12. Please rate your level of
agreement with the following
statement: “ The Canvas
assessment tools actively
engage students in tracking
their own progress.”

13. Please rate your level of
agreement with the following
statement: “ The Canvas
assessment tools provide
semester-end closing the loop
data.”

14. Please rate your level of
agreement with the following
statement: “I am prepared to
use Canvas assessment tools in
blended English 101 classes.”
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15. Please rate your level of
agreement with the following
statement: “I would be more
willing to use the Canvas
assessment tools if given more
course-specific professional
training and support.”

16. Please rate your level of
agreement with the following
statement: “I would be more
willing to use the Canvas
assessment tools if a culture of
such usage existed within my
discipline.”

2. What do faculty
perceive as
conditions needed to
enhance their
experience using
LMS assessment
tools?

TAM &
UTAUT –
conditions
that inform
use (e.g.
support)

Cycle 1 – Focus Group 1

12. Would you describe your

experience with Canvas
assessment tools in your
teaching of Eng 101
classes? What has been
helpful in their use?

Coding
concepts using
a cycle of in
vivo coding
followed by
pattern coding

Descriptive
analysis of data

13. What challenges have

you faced while using
any of the Canvas
assessment tools?
14. Let’s speak of specific

tools. What has
supported your use of
Canvas rubrics to
provide students
feedback on
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Summarizing in
a table

assignments? What
would improve your
experience with the
Canvas rubrics tool in
providing students
feedback on
assignments?
15. What has supported your

use of Canvas outcomes
tools to track students’
mastery of learning
outcomes? What would
improve your experience
with the Canvas
outcomes tool to track
students’ mastery of
learning outcomes?
16. What has supported your

use of the Canvas
Learning Mastery
Gradebook? What would
improve your experience
with the Canvas
Learning Mastery
Gradebook to monitor
student progress in a
class as well as overall
class performance?
17. What has supported your

use of the Canvas
analytics tools to track
student progress? What
would improve your
experience with Canvas
analytics tool for
tracking student
progress?
18. What has supported your

use of the Canvas
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assessment tools for
closing the loop data
collected at the end of
the semester? What
would improve your
experience with Canvas
assessment tools for
closing-the-loop data
collected at the
semester’s end?
19. What worked for you in

the Canvas professional
development workshops
offered by the college?
What would improve
your experience of
professional
development workshops
for using Canvas
assessment tools?
20. What are your needs

concerning other handson training and support
for using Canvas
assessment tools?
21. What other factors might

influence your use of
Canvas assessment tools?
22. Finally, what

interventions might allow
faculty teaching blended
Eng 101 to use these
tools more effectively?
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3. What is faculty
preparedness for
using LMS
assessment tools in
blended Eng 101
courses after
participating in
faculty-led
professional
development?

TAM &
UTAUT –
conditions
that inform
use
Blended
learning
Framework
for 21st
Century

Cycle 1 – Survey 2
(Appendix C)

1. Please rate your level of
preparedness to use Canvas
quizzes and surveys for
student assessment.

Excellent
Good
Fair
Poor
Very Poor
2. Please rate your level of
preparedness to use the
Canvas rubrics tool for
efficient grading and feedback.

Excellent
Good
Fair
Poor
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Frequency
count using
ordinal
categories and
plotting on
frequency chart

Very Poor
3. Please rate your level of
preparedness to use the
Canvas outcomes tool for
mapping student assessment
tasks to course outcomes.

Excellent

Good
Fair
Poor
Very Poor
4. Please rate your level of
preparedness to use the
Canvas learning analytics tool
to monitor student activity and
progress in the course.

Excellent

Good
Fair
Poor
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Very Poor
5. Please rate your level of
preparedness to use the
Canvas Learning Mastery
Gradebook for student
mastery of course outcomes.

Excellent

Good
Fair
Poor
Very Poor
6. Please rate your level of
preparedness to use the
Canvas Learning Mastery
Gradebook for closing the loop
assessment data.

Excellent
Good
Fair
Poor
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Very Poor

THANK YOU!!

4. What components
of faculty-led PD
support the
implementation and
use of LMS
assessment tools in
Eng 101 classes?

c. How do faculty
describe their
experience in
faculty-led
professional
development to
support their
use of LMS
assessment
tools in blended
Eng 101
classes?

TAM
UTAUT
Blended
learning
Framework
for 21st
Century
Cycle 2 –2nd Focus Group
1. How did the training and

support you received in
the FLC prepare you for
your use of Canvas
assessment tools in your
Eng 101 classes?
2. What changes, if any, did

you incorporate in your
use of Canvas
assessment tools based
on the training and
support you received?
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Coding
concepts using
a cycle of in
vivo coding
followed by
pattern coding

3. Let’s focus on these

specific tools. How did
you use the Canvas
assessment tools to
evaluate and intervene on
student performance on
outcomes?
4. How did you use the

Canvas assessment tools
for closing the loop data
at the end of the
semester?
5. How did you use the

Canvas assessment tools
to engage students in the
learning process?
6. What further challenges

did you experience while
using these Canvas
assessment tools in your
Eng 101 classrooms?
7. What further training and

support do you feel is
important to overcome
these challenges?
8. Would you like to add on

further ways to sustain
use of Canvas
assessments tools in
blended Eng 101
courses?
9. Finally, how could this

intervention be made
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useful to other faculty
teaching blended Eng
101?
b. To what extent do
faculty who have
participated in the
faculty-led PD use
the LMS assessment
tools in blended Eng
101 classes?

Cycle 2 –
Learning Mastery Gradebook
Report providing use of
assessment tools – outcomes and
rubrics on assignments

Frequency
count of ordinal
categories

Summarizing
both types of
data in a table

Note: if you are using propositions or hypotheses, these should be included in the RQ column under the
RQ
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Appendix D
Handout on Conceptual Framework
Blended e-Learning Models:
Combines the benefits of a traditional face-to-face instruction with those offered
by technology and communications media (Simanova, 2018).
Built on three main attractions: improved learning, ease of access and
convenience and finally cost effectiveness (Graham, 2006).
Shifts instructors’ focus away from more traditional curricular and administrative
tasks in the direction of working with data and providing more individualized
support to students (Zacharis, 2015).
Assessment in a blended learning course can target higher thinking skills through
collaborative tasks and interactive feedback (Graham, 2006).
Allows easy tracking of student activity by processing the digital trail left in the
system’s log file by each digital interaction (Zacharis, 2015).
Enables individualized instruction and self-paced learning as well as enable
instructors and students an opportunity to develop their skills in using latest
devices and applications (Simonova, 2018).
Allows active construction of knowledge by the learner as center and instructor as
facilitator (Koohang, 2012).
Flipped teaching is a form of blending, which involves new content accessed
online, including using video, supported by face-to-face reinforcement activities
(Laborda, 2014).
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Appendix E
Eng 101 Closing the Loop Form: 2016
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Appendix F
English 101/102 Assessment Form
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Appendix G
Resources for Students
For Students who do not meet mastery on outcomes following tutorials might be
helpful:
Resources for Academic Ethics :
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=ypWxhhpGeyM
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Q4dTc9Fpy0Q
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=v7UkrUtRfm0
https://style.mla.org/sample-papers/
Quizzes:
https://www.proprofs.com/quiz-school/quizshow.php?title=academic-ethics&q=1
https://www.niu.edu/writingtutorial/style/quizzes/mla.htm
https://www.niu.edu/writingtutorial/style/quizzes/MLA.htm
Resources for Critical Reading Strategies:
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=GwjmMtTVO1g&t=9s (thesis statement)
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=kSgbK-y7F5c
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=JK6oy3xli8k
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=JK6oy3xli8k
Quizzes:
https://www.proprofs.com/quiz-school/story.php?title=critical-reading-process-writing
https://www.softschools.com/quizzes/gre/critical_reasoning/quiz10501.html
https://www.proprofs.com/quiz-school/quizshow.php?title=thesis-statementspreassessment_1&q=1
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Resources for Grammar and Syntax:
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=GAvGBc0YJQY
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=4dr5lN1jqRE
Quizzes:
http://guidetogrammar.org/grammar/quiz_list.htm
http://guidetogrammar.org/grammar/quiz_list.htm
https://www.grammarbook.com/grammar_quiz/quiz_results.asp
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Appendix H
V-FLC Survey: Instrument 3
1. Please rate your level of preparedness to use Canvas quizzes and surveys for student
assessment.
Excellent
Good
Fair
Poor
Very Poor
2. Please rate your level of preparedness to use the Canvas rubrics tool for efficient
grading and feedback.
Excellent
Good
Fair
Poor
Very Poor
3. Please rate your level of preparedness to use the Canvas outcomes tool for mapping student
assessment tasks to course outcomes.
Excellent
Good
Fair
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Poor
Very Poor
4. Please rate your level of preparedness to use the Canvas learning analytics tool to
monitor student activity and progress in the course.
Excellent
Good
Fair
Poor
Very Poor
5. Please rate your level of preparedness to use the Canvas Learning Mastery Gradebook
for student mastery of course outcomes.
Excellent
Good
Fair
Poor
Very Poor
6. Please rate your level of preparedness to use the Canvas Learning Mastery Gradebook
for closing the loop assessment data.
Excellent
Good
Fair
Poor
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Very Poor
THANK YOU!!
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Appendix I
V-FLC Focus Group Protocol: Instrument 4
1. How did the training and support you received in the FLC prepare you to use

Canvas assessment tools in your Eng 101 classes?
2. What changes, if any, did you incorporate in your use of Canvas assessment tools

based on the training and support you received?
3. Let’s focus on these specific tools. How did you use the Canvas assessment tools

to evaluate and intervene on student performance on outcomes?
4. How did you use the Canvas assessment tools for closing the loop data at the end

of the semester?
5. How did you use the Canvas assessment tools to engage students in the learning

process?
6. What further challenges did you experience while using these Canvas assessment

tools in your Eng 101 classrooms?
7. What further training and support do you feel is important to overcome these

challenges?
8. Would you like to add on further ways to sustain use of Canvas assessments tools

in blended Eng 101 courses?
9. Finally, how could this intervention be made useful to other faculty teaching

blended Eng 101?
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Appendix J
Calendar of Events
January 3rd- Jan 21st, 2021

Survey 1

Feb 04th

Virtual Focus Group 1

Feb 10th

Planning Meeting 1

Feb 17th

Mini-workshop 1 on Creating Outcomes

Feb 24th

Mini-workshop 2 on Outcomes
& Rubrics Tool

March 10th – 14th

Mini-workshop on Learning Mastery
Gradebook Tool

March 17th

Survey 2

March 25th

Planning Meeting 2

April 3rd -10th

Mini-workshop 2 on Learning Mastery
Gradebook Tool

April 10th – May 8th

Implementation in classroom

May 15th

Virtual Focus Group 2 &
Planning Meeting 3
Presentation at Division Meeting

May 22nd
May 23rd

Presentation at Professional Development
Day
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